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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I ntroduction

Each year over 15 million commercia trucks log billions of miles (288 billion in 1992)
on North American roadways- passing through city, county, state, and even nationa borders.
To comply with the regulatory requirements of the jurisdictions through which they travel,
United States motor carriers pay over $17 billion in taxes annually. In addition to direct taxes
and fees paid, such as vehicle registration taxes, fuel taxes, and permit fees for carrying special
loads, regulatory requirements cost the motor carrier industry in terms of time and dollars
spent to file the tremendous volume of paperwork necessary to operate legally. State
regulatory agencies, faced with ever tightening budget and staffing levels, are aso burdened by
the paperwork volume associated with these requirements.

The United States Department of Transportation’s (USDOT’s) National I TS Program
Plan describes the nationa strategy for deploying advanced technologies and services into our
transportation system. To emphasize the need-driven (rather than technology-driven) focus of
the program, the plan centers around deployment of nearly two dozen user services. One of
the user servicesincorporated in the plan-commercia vehicle administrative processes-ams
to reduce the regulatory paperwork burden borne by motor carriers and state agencies by
providing the capability for electronic purchase of credentials. This user service supports the
National ITS Program Plan’s goal to enhance transportation productivity. In its September 8,
1993 solicitation for proposalsto participate in the ITS (then called Intelligent Vehicle/
Highway Systems, or IVHS) Field Operationa Test Program, the USDOT specifically
requested responses to demonstrate the capability for electronic purchasing of credentials.

HELP One-Stop System

The purpose of the HELP One-Stop Operational Test was to demonstrate and test the
capability for “one-stop” electronic purchase of motor carrier credentials and permits. By
streamlining business practices associated with the current regulatory environment,” the one-
stop concept is intended to benefit both motor carriers and state agencies. The operational test
sought to illustrate these benefits in terms of both cost- and time-savings. The HELP One-Stop
Operational Test successfully confirmed that potential benefits do exist for both motor
carriers/service agents and state agencies.

The HELP One-Stop team consisted of a program manager, an evaluation team, a
Steering Committee, an Evaluation Committee, federal and state agencies, motor
carriers/service agents, and system developers. Members of the Steering Committee were
responsible for general oversight of the project and gave advice to both the project manager
and system developers. The Evaluation Committee had similar oversight responsibilities for
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the evauation portion of the operational test. These two committees met on aregular basis
and were involved in all aspects of decision-making regarding the scope of the project and the
evauation.

The HELP One-Stop system, developed by Lockheed Martin IMS, provided motor
carriers with the ability to electronically apply for and receive credentials and permits from the
participating states of Arizona, California, and New Mexico. The credentias supported by the
HEL P One-Stop system were International Registration Plan (IRP) renewals and supplements,
and International Fuel Tax Agreement (IFTA) renewals and additional decal transactions. The
HEL P One-Stop system also supported permits associated with oversize/overweight (OSOW)
vehicles.

In de HELP One-Stop system, user-friendly data entry screens prompted carriers to
provide the information required by each state relative to supported credentials and permits.
Using the HEL P One-Stop system, motor carriers/service agents were able to set up and
maintain fleet information, add/delete/modify vehicle records, calculate fees associated with
each of the supported programs (IRP, IFTA and OSOW permits), make electronic payments
through the Service Center, and issue and print on-site credentials. The HELP One-Stop
system also supported state agency reporting functions, including electronic funds transfer
(EFT) payment, inventory control and daily activity reports.

The critical component of the HEL P One-Stop system was the on-line interface with
VISTA/RS (Lockheed Martin IMS s IRP processing system). VISTA/RSwas used to calculate
the IRP fees for the transactions generated by participants. Since VISTA/RSisthe IRP
processing system used by two of the participating states, this on-line interface eliminated the
need for double data entry, which was viewed as a great future benefit.

Lockheed Martin IMS set up a Service Center, responsible for providing user training,
on-site and telephone assistance to participants and act as a financial clearinghouse for fee
payments. This Service Center acted as the primary contact point for all participating motor
carriers/service agents and state agencies. It'srole included troubleshooting problem areas -
both technical/system-involved and ingtitutional. The Service Center also played arolein the
project evaluation, collecting system-generated data and completing a series of surveys, logs
and interviews.

Operational Test Description

The HELP One-Stop Operational Test was conducted in three states - Arizona,
California and New Mexico. Participants included 10 motor carriers/service agents —
representing 12 motor carriers (four from each participating state) — and five state agencies:
the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), the California Board of Equalization
(CABOE), the California Department of Motor Vehicles (CADMV), the Cdifornia
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Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the New Mexico Taxation and Revenue
Department (NMTRD). The HELP One-Stop Operational Test focused on three
credential/permit processes. IRP supplements, IFTA supplements, and OS/OW permits.

The HELP One-Stop system was in place and operational for a period of nine weeks.
This schedule was limited due to system development delays, expected transaction volumes,
and original operational test schedule. During this nine week test - conducted between March
1997 and May 1997 - the HEL P One-Stop system processed a total of 21 IRP transactions,
four IFTA additional decal requests and seven OS/IOW permit transactions initiated by
participating motor carriers/service agents. This volume was significantly less than expected
since the operationa test did not encompass any renewa cycles, as was recommended by the
participating parties. This data was supplemented by a series of simulated transactions
conducted in order to test various parts of the HELP One-Stop system not previously
evauated. This system validation provided data on transaction response speed, accuracy,
system availability and fee variations. This validation procedure was not intended to replace
actual user-initiated transaction data, but rather, to test the HELP One-Stop systemin a
different manner.

Operational Test Methodology

A formal, repeatable, and supportable social science research technique was used to
conduct the HELP One-Stop Operational Test evaluation. The HELP One-Stop Operational
Test evaluation was conducted in six phases: Phase 1, Operational Test Development; Phase
2, Goa Setting; Phase 3, Definition; Phase 4, Design; Phase 5, Execution; and Phase 6,
Reporting. These phases and other details about evaluation planning and design have been
presented in various deliverables.

The HELP One-Stop Operational Test evaluation was designed to achieve specific goas
and objectives. The achievement of these goal's and objectives was accomplished through data
collected in support of evaluation factors and hypothesis statements. Individual trial tests were
the means through which the evaluation data (the empirical evidence used in hypothesis testing)
was obtained. These tests grouped data needs by the means in which it was collected to
support differences in evaluation planning, economize on project resources, and minimize
respondent burden. The six trial tests developed for the HEL P One-Stop Operational Test
evauation were:

System Records Selection
Service Center Logs
Service Center Surveys
System User Surveys
Personal Interviews
Automated Data Capture
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Pilot tests of the data collection instruments were conducted to help detect and correct
potential evaluation problems. Pilot tests operated in the same manner as the actual test, except
that the number of individuals surveyed was limited. The data collection instruments were
modified based upon feedback from the pilot tests before full implementation.

Operational Test Results

The collected user-initiated transaction data, combined with the smulated data
transactions, support several brief conclusions regarding the viability of both the HELP One-
Stop system, and one-stop servicesin general. A comparison between the HELP One-Stop
system and conventional methods of obtaining IRP supplement credentials show that the
average elapsed time between application submittal and receipt of permanent credentialsis
significantly less for those using electronic credentialling - an average time savings of 48 days
compared to current manual application methods. This time savingsis also seen for IFTA
additional decal requests. The simulated data trial tests also support this conclusion, as well as
significant time savings for both IRP and IFTA renewal transactions.

The Service Center, as previously mentioned, acted as a financial clearinghouse for the
duration of the operational test. As such, a motor carrier/service agent wire transferred funds
to a Wells Fargo Bank account set up for the operational test. Service Center personnel
verified receipt of funds and forwarded those funds to the appropriate state agency on a daily
basis. This procedure proved to be fairly cumbersome, and in fact, the fee payment portion of
the cycle time data accounted for nearly 80% of the time required to ultimately receive
permanent credentials through the HEL P One-Stop system. (Data entry and credential
issuance accounted for the remaining 20% .) Under a deployed system, the Service Center
would no longer perform this function. Motor carriers/service agents would make payment
directly to the appropriate state agency, thereby eliminating the need for the Service Center to
act asafinancia clearinghouse. It would be expected that under this streamlined approach, the
time associated with fee payment would be significantly reduced, providing additional time
savings and benefits to HELP One-Stop system users.

The operational test found severa types of IRP fee calculation variations for
transactions completed by the participating non-VISTA/RS state motor carriers/service agents.
These variations ranged from rounding differences to fee chart discrepancies. Sincethesefee
calculation variations are exclusive to non-VISTA/RS states, this would suggest that a
deployed system for a non-VISTA/RS state would require a direct interface to that state’s
system, bypassing VISTA/RSaltogether. These fee calculation variations further suggest that
the HEL P One-Stop system would be most easily integrated into those states which utilize the
VISTA/RS services.
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I nterviews with motor carriers/service agents and state agencies found they agreed that
there is great potential for the HEL P One-Stop system to provide multiple benefits to their
businesses/departments.  These HELP One-Stop system-generated benefits were noted in terms
of both time and cost savings - providing alevel of efficiency not otherwise possible. It was
the opinion of those involved in the operational test that the HEL P One-Stop system would be
most useful for large motor carriers and, potentially, service agents.

Potential Use of One-Stop Services

Lockheed Martin IMS has not yet made a firm decision about deployment of the HELP
One-Stop system. With the onset of CVISN, it is unclear to the company as to what direction
the motor carrier industry may take. Lockheed Martin IMS intends to review the situation as
CVISN progresses further before a final decision is made regarding deployment of the HELP
One-Stop software. Lockheed Martin IMS plans on utilizing the knowledge and technology
that was learned from implementing the HELP One-Stop system in their future CVISN efforts.

The HELP One-Stop system, which featured a proprietary communications interface
with the VISTA/RS system, would be most attractive to states that already use the VISTA/RS
system. However, the development of a one-stop system that used a standard communications
format, such as Electronic Data Interchange (EDI), would be attractive to both VISTA/RS and
non-VISTA/RS states.

It isthe belief of those involved in al aspects of the HELP One-Stop Operational Test
that, while the HELP One-Stop system was ready for the operational test, it is not ready for
deployment as a commercial product. Participants and committee members alike, felt that the
HELP One-Stop system has not been sufficiently developed or tested to be successfully
deployed. Additional functionality in terms of programs (e.g., Single State Registration,
Weight/Distance Taxes) and a higher level of user satisfaction (e.g., ease of use, successful
transactions, decreased time factors) will need to be incorporated before the HEL P One-Stop
system will be ready for afull commercia deployment.

However, once the system has undergone upgrades, and has incorporated the necessary
features, the potential for future useis strong. Participating motor carriers/service agents and
state agencies acknowledged the potentially large benefits of one-stop services for their
businesses. The operational test was successful, in that it demonstrated the viability of the
One-Stop concept.  All of those involved in the operational test were very positive about the
future of one-stop systems and the potentially significant benefits they will provide to the
motor carrier industry.
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HELP One-Stop System Users

The HELP One-Stop Operational Test could not have been completed without the
assistance of the motor carrier industry. Specificaly, those companies listed below were asked
to change their current business methods and incorporate the HELP One-Stop system. The
system participants provided the Evaluation Team with invaluable feedback, through a series of
meetings, surveys, interviews and logs. Those companies participating in the HELP One-Stop
Operationa Test include: Access America, Commercial Carrier Services, Inc., Devine
Inter-modal, Giant Transportation, McKelvey , Mesilla Valley Transportation, Rollins Leasing
Corporation, Rushway Transport, TLC-4-Trux, Truckers Compliance Services, Trucking
Services Interstate, and United Dairymen.
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1. EVALUATION DESIGN OVERVIEW

The Final Evaluation Report contains the complete evaluation results of the
Commercia Vehicle Operations One-Stop Electronic Purchasing and Processing Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) Operational Test (i.e., the HELP One-Stop Operational Test).
This chapter presents an overview of the environment in which the individual tria tests (e.g.
surveys, interviews, system records, logs) were conducted. It isdivided into the following
sections:

Introduction/Project Background

Evaluation Purpose

Evaluation Strategy

Data Tabulation, Reporting, Quality Control and Quality Assurance Procedures
Human Factors and Privacy Considerations

Test Case Descriptions

Some of the information contained in this overview was drawn from the Evaluation Design
Plan released in August 1995. Thisinformation is repeated so that the Final Evaluation
Report is understandable on a stand-alone basis.

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The sections below briefly describe the operational test purpose and scope, the
evauation purpose and process, and evaluation participants.

1.1.1 Background

Each year over 15 million commercial trucks log billions of miles (288 billion in 1992)
on North American roadways- passing through city, county, state, and even national borders.
To comply with the regulatory requirements of the jurisdictions through which they travel,
United States motor carriers pay over $17 billion in taxes annually. In addition to direct taxes
and fees paid, such as vehicle registration taxes, fuel taxes, and permit fees for carrying special
loads, regulatory requirements cost the motor carrier industry in terms of time and dollars
spent to file the tremendous volume of paperwork necessary to operate legally. State
regulatory agencies, faced with ever tightening budgets and staffing levels, are also burdened
by the paperwork volume associated with these reguirements.
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The United States Department of Transportation’s (USDOT’s) National ITS Program
Plan describes the national strategy for deploying advanced technologies and services into our
transportation system. To emphasize the need-driven (rather than technology-driven) focus of
the program, the plan centers around deployment of nearly two dozen user services. One of
the user servicesincorporated in the plan-commercial vehicle administrative processes-aims
to reduce the regulatory paperwork burden borne by motor carriers and state agencies by
providing the capability for electronic purchase of credentials. This user service supports the
National ITS Program Plan’s goal to enhance transportation productivity. In its September 8,
1993 solicitation for proposals to participate in the ITS (then called Intelligent Vehicle/
Highway Systems, or IVHS) Field Operational Test Program, the USDOT specificaly
requested responses to demonstrate the capability for electronic purchasing of credentials.

1.1.2 Operational Test Purpose and Scope

The purpose of the HELP One-Stop Operational Test was to demonstrate and test the
capability for “one-stop” electronic purchase of motor carrier credentials and permits. By
streamlining business practices associated with the current regulatory environment, the one-
stop concept is intended to benefit both motor carriers and state agencies:

Motor carriers will be able to access regulatory compliance information, file
applications, and transfer funds electronically through one central system which
links multiple databases and physical locations.

Agencies will be able to avoid manual entry of motor carrier data and participate
in afinancial clearinghouse which will settle regulatory accounts among states.

1.1.3 Functional and Physical Description

The sections below provide a brief functional and physical description of the system
and services which were developed in support of the HELP One-Stop Operational Test. For
more detailed information in these areas, readers should consult the HELP, Inc. Draft Report,
Task 1-Analysis deliverable (cited in Appendix B).

Functional Description. The HELP One-Stop system provided motor carriers with the
ability to electronically apply for and receive credentials and permits from the participating
states of Arizona, California, and New Mexico. The credentials supported were IRP renewal
and supplemental applications and IFTA renewa and supplemental applications. Permits
supported were those associated with OS/OW envelope vehicles. Theoriginal scope of work
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aso included the functional areas of weight/distance taxes, Single State Registration (SSRS) ,
Hazardous Material (HAZMAT) permits, single trip registration, and other tax permits where
applicable. A brief description of these credentials and permits follows:

IRP credentials show that motor carriers have registered to pay vehicle license
feesin a base state.

IFTA credentials show that motor carriers have registered to pay fuel use tax
obligations in a base state.

Weight-distance taxes are collected by some states. In these states, carriers
must pay atax calculated according to the weight of the truck and the distance
traveled.

SSRS credentials provide proof of insurance coverage for motor carriers.

OSOW vehicle permits alow motor carriers to transport loads that are in
excess of norma maximum vehicle dimensions and weights.

HAZMAT permits allow motor carriers to transport regulated hazardous
materials on specifically designated highway routes.

In the HEL P One-Stop system, an interactive data entry dialog prompted carriers to
provide the information required by each state relative to supported credentials and permits.
This dialog replicated the logic and business rules followed by each jurisdiction, ensuring
conformance with al requirements. Using the system, carriers were able to determine
credentia requirements, set-up fleets, add/delete/modify vehicles, calculate fees, make
electronic payments through the Service Center, and issue and print on-site IRP credentials.
The on-line interface between the HELP One-Stop system and VISTA/RS eliminated the need
for state agencies to double data enter IRP information and enabled the state agencies to
continue with normal account/fleet/vehicle processing, financial balancing and credential
issuance.

A centralized Service Center was established to add significant value to the on-line
services offered. This Service Center encompassed the following operations:

A System Technical Support Desk-Although the system was designed to be as
user-friendly as possible, participants in the operational test were given a toll-
free number they used to call the Service Center if they had questions on how to
operate the system (e.g., moving from screen to screen). Additionally, the
technical personnel staffing the desk helped resolve any carrier system related
issues.

Financial Clearinghouse-The Service Center acted as afinancia clearinghouse
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for transactions initiated by the HELP One-Stop system by monitoring the
overall payment flow. The motor carriers/service agents wire transferred funds
into a Wells Fargo bank account established for the operational test. The
Service Center reconciled these funds and made daily electronic transfers (EFT)
to the appropriate state bank accounts.

Physical Description. The HELP One-Stop Operational Test was designed as a
modular, distributed computer system. The system had four modules- the Client Module, the
Agent Server, the Front End Processor and VISTA/RS .

The Client Module (PC software) was built to efficiently collect data and enforce IRP,
IFTA, permit and state rules and procedures. In addition, the Client Module supported
critical processing features, such as issuance and generation of credentials, and printing
of invoices. To promote inter-operability, off-the-shelf operating and database software
(Windows, pcAnywhere and PowerBuilder) was used as much as possible, and open
communications protocols and standards were incorporated into the PC software.

The Agent Server was a relational database that was used to ensure data integrity
between the Client Module and VISTA/RS.

The Front End Processor was the proprietary communications interface with the
VISTAIRS system.

VISTA/RS is an acronym for Vehicle Information System for Tax
Apportionment/Registration System. VISTA/RS was devel oped by Lockheed Martin
IMS to be used by IRP member jurisdictions to process |RP applications for carriers
traveling in two or more IRP jurisdictions. VISTA/RS provides for transaction
processing including fee calculation, invoice generation, credentialling, and the
financial record keeping necessary for distribution of funds between IRP jurisdictions.

The motor carriers /service agents would initiate a transaction from the Client Module,
which would be electronically transmitted through the Agent Server and the Front End
Processor and into VISTA/RS. VISTA/RS would in turn, process the supplemental
transaction, generate fees and return the fee information back through the Client Module.

12 EVALUATION PURPOSE

Formal technical evaluations of ITS operational tests are conducted to ensure that, once
the tests are concluded, sufficient information will be available to guide future development
and deployment decisions. This evaluation assesses both quantitative and qualitative aspects of
how well the technologies implemented in the test worked and the level of benefits and support
they provided. Thisinformation is essential input for identifying appropriate paths of action
for both public and private sector stakeholders.
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The growing number and complexity of ITS operational tests, and the importance of
integrating the results of all such tests to provide insight for national 1 TS program efforts, has
led to a need for standardization in technical evaluations. In response to this need, the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) issued the Intelligent Vehicle Highway Systems Operational
Test Evaluation Guidelines in November 1993. (“IVHS’ was redesignated as ITS in 1994.)
The FHWA' s guidelines proposed a structured, incremental approach to technical evaluations
incorporating the following six phases:

Phase I: Operational Test Development — Formation of atest partnership and
development and submission of an offer to participate, including a general
evaluation plan.

Phase 2. Goal Setting — Establishment of an Evaluation Team and definition of
evauation goas, objectives, and approach as well as a preliminary scope of
work and schedule.

Phase 3: Definition — Preparation of an overall evaluation plan.

Phase 4: Design — Preparation of a detailed evaluation design, including
individual trial test plans.

Phase 5: Execution — Actual conduct of the evaluation, including test data
collection and analysis and documentation of the results.

Phase 6: Reporting -Production of individual tria test reports and afina
project report, including recommendations for future development and
deployment.

1.2.1 Evaluation Participants

An Evaluation Team was established to work in conjunction with the Western Highway
Institute (WHI). They served as a technical advisory group to help address evauation
questions and decisions, provided technical oversight of WHI's activities, reviewed evaluation
documents, and maintained the evaluation momentum. Additionally, Evaluation Team
members supported trial test data collection efforts by completing surveys, logs, information
requests, and participating in interviews. The sections below briefly describe the participants
in the HELP One-Stop Operational Test and their general (rather than trial test specific)
responsibilities during the evaluation.

Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT). ADOT's Commercial Vehicle
Operations (CVO) activities include issuing OS'OW pertnits, operating weigh stations,
and administering IRP and Commercia Drivers License (CDL) programs. Inthe
HELP One-Stop Operational Test, ADOT facilitated relationships among the various
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Arizona state agencies responsible for commercia vehicle regulatory processes,
provided access to relevant state files and databases, and supported project design and
eva uation meetings and reviews.

American Tracking Associations Foundation (ATAF). ATAF istheresearch
arm of the American Trucking Associations, the national trade association of the
trucking industry. The Foundation has a sophisticated research program aimed at
improving motor carrier safety and productivity by solving today’s problemsin a
rigorous and practical manner. In the HEL P One-Stop Operational Test, ATAF
coordinated industry participation and supported project design and evaluation meetings
and reviews.

California Board of Equalization (CABoE). CABOE'sCVO activitiesinclude
issuing IFTA credentias. In the HEL P One-Stop Operational Test, CABOE was
responsible for issuing California IFTA credentials, reviewed |FTA-related documents
for accuracy, and participated in the evaluation.

California Department of Motor Vehicles (CA DMV). CA DMV’'s CVO
activitiesinclude issuing IRP registrations. In the HELP One-Stop Operational Test,
CA DMV participated in the Evaluation Committee, reviewed evaluation and IRP-
related documents, and assisted in the cross-checking of fee calculations for IRP
transactions in California

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans CVO activities
include issuing OS/OW permits, constructing and maintaining weigh stations, and
collecting commercia vehicle traffic and accident data. I1n the HELP One-Stop
Operationa Test, Caltrans facilitated relationships among the various California state
agencies responsible for commercial vehicle regulatory processes, provided access to
relevant state files and databases, and supported project design and evaluation meetings
and reviews.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).FHWA’'sCVO activities are
centered in the Office of Motor Carriers (OMC). This Office directs the Agency’s
motor carrier programs and safety and other regulatory activities. FHWA's Federal
Aid Division also supports motor carrier programs through sponsorship of USDOT
ITSCVO operationd tests. In the HELP One-Stop Operational Test, the FHWA
reviewed project progress and work orders, supported project design activities,
participated in Steering Committee and evaluation meetings, reviewed the evaluation
plan, monitored execution of the evaluation, and coordinated the test with other ITS
projects and nationa plans.

Heavy Vehicle License Plate (HELP), Inc. HELP, Inc., is a public-private
partnership whose mission is to develop and deploy advanced technology systems to
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Create a cooperative operating and regulatory environment which improves the efficient
and safe movement of commercial vehicles and the performance of highway systems.
HELP, Inc. provides automated motor carrier services (e.g., weigh station and port of
entry pre-clearance), integrated database support, and other related services across
multiple jurisdictions. In the operational test, HELP, Inc. provided project
management and served as a forum for controlled and integrated system development,
demonstration, and deployment.

International Fuel Tax Association, Inc. (IFTA, Inc.). IFTA isabase state
agreement that allows motor carriers licensed in one member jurisdiction to satisfy their
fuel use tax obligations to all the other members through that jurisdiction. At the
beginning of the operational test, Arizona and New Mexico were members of IFTA and
Cadlifornia joined the Agreement in September 1996. Therefore, during the operational
period, al three participating states were also member states of IFTA. Inthe HELP
One-Stop Operationa Test, IFTA, Inc. served as a liaison between the test and the
Agreement to make sure that the requirements of IFTA were addressed appropriately.
IFTA, Inc. also supported project design and evaluation meetings.

Lockheed Martin IMS. The principle private sector partner in the operational
test, Lockheed Martin IMS, has a history of actively providing CVO technical solutions
and services. Asthe system developer of the VISTA/RSIRPand VISTA/TSIFTA
programs, Lockheed Martin IMS has gained a thorough understanding of the systems
and integration necessary to have a fully functiona one-stop environment. In the HELP
One-Stop Operational Test, Lockheed Martin IMS served as the system developer and
operator.

National Governors Association (NGA). NGA's CVO related activities focus
on supporting state CVO programs which facilitate interstate commerce. Specifically,
to enhance compliance with IRP and IFTA, the NGA staffs a Base State Working
Group (BSWG) on Uniform Motor Carrier Programs which was created in the Motor
Carrier Act of 1991. In the HELP One-Stop Operational Test, NGA supported project
design and evaluation meetings and reviews.

New Mexico Taxation and Revenue Department (NMTRD). NMTRD’'s CVO
activities include issuing OS/OW permits, operating weigh stations, and administering
the IRP and CDL programs. In the HELP One-Stop Operational Test, NMTRD
facilitated relationships among the various New Mexico state agencies responsible for
CVO activities (including the State Highway and Transportation Department, which is
responsible for weigh station construction and maintenance and collection of
commercial vehicle traffic and accident data), provided access to relevant state files and
databases, and supported project design and evaluation meetings and reviews.
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1.3

Private Fleet Management Institute (PFMZ). PFMI is the research and
education arm of the National Private Truck Council, a national trade association for
companies and organizations that operate their own private truck fleets. Inthe HELP
One-Stop Operationa Test, PFMI coordinated industry participation and supported
project design, evaluation meetings and reviews.

. Western Highway Institute (WHI). WHI is a leading research resource
dedicated to advancing trucking and transportation industry safety and productivity
through the factual analysis of economic, operational, safety, environmental, and policy
issues in Western North America. WHI served as the objective technical evaluator for
the HEL P One-Stop Operational Test, assuming primary responsibility for evaluation
planning, conduct, analysis, and reporting.

(Addresses and phone/facsimile numbers for Evaluation Team members are
provided in Appendix C.)
EVALUATION STRATEGY

A formal, repeatable, and supportable socia science research technique was used to

conduct the HELP One-Stop Operational Test evaluation. The sections below describe the
technique used.

1.3.1 Goals, Objectives, Factors and Hypotheses

The HELP One-Stop Operational Test evaluation sought to achieve specific goals and

objectives. The achievement of these goals and objectives was measured through data
collected in support of evaluation factors and hypotheses statements. For the purposes of this
eva uation, those terms were defined as follows:

Goals are the ends toward which all evaluation effort is directed.

Objectives subdivide goals into statements which can be addressed through
qualitative or quantitative measurements.

Evaluation factors are the qualitative or quantitative measurements used to
validate the objectives under consideration.

Hypothesis statements are tentative assumptions made to test the logical or
empirical evidence associated with evaluation factors. For example:
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If a hypothesis states that a certain test will show a differencein an
evaluation factor, but testing does not show a statistically significant
probability that such a difference exists, then the hypothesis is rejected.

If testing shows that there is a statistically significant probability that a
difference exists, then the hypothesis is accepted.

Exhibit |-l presents the goals, objectives, factors, and hypotheses developed for this
evaluation. Following the exhibit, each goal is discussed in detail, outlining the objectives,
evaluation factors, hypothesis statements and evaluation conclusions. References are also
made for additional sections within the Final Evaluation Report which discuss the collected
data in further detail.
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Exhibit [-I
HELP One-Stop Operational Test Evaluation Goals, Objectives, Factors, and Hypotheses
Cost Objective Evaluation Factor Hypothesis Statement
Evaluatethe 11 Assess 111 Reduction in motor carrier/service agent HEL P one-stop services reduce motor carrier/service agent application
effectiveness productivity - ——- : viceag preparation cycle times by a statistically significant amount over
of HELP impacts application preparation cycle times conventional methods
one-stop
services® i i i
1.1.2 Reduction in cycle times for state agencies HELP one-stop services red_ucg state agency cycleimesto issue
A A ] credentials/permits by a statistically significant amount over
to issue credentials/permits h
conventional methods
1.1.3 Reduction in cycle times for motor HEL P one-stop services reduce cycle times for motor
carriers/service agents to submit and carriers/service agents to submit and receive credentials/permits by a
receive credentials/permits statistically significant amount over conventional methods
12 Assessimpacts o . . HELP one-stop services reduce motor carrier/service agent
on consistency 121 Reduction in motor carrier/service agent o - - o
X \ o o rejection/reapplication rates by a statistically significant amount over
and uniformity rejection/reapplication rates conventional methods
. HEL P one-stop services increase state agency approval rates by a
122 Increasein state agency approval rates statistically significant amount over conventional methods
1.2.3 Reduction in state agency tax/fee HEL P one-stop services reduce state agency tax/fee computation
computation variations based onidentical | variations based on identical inputs by a statistically significant
inputs amount over conventional methods
1.3 Assessimpacts . ) ) — . .
on servilcep 1.3.1 Increasein convenience of conducting HELP one-stop services increase motor carrier/service agent and state
quality CVO credential/permit transactions for agency convenience in conducting CV O credential/permit
motor carriers/service agents and state transactions by a statistically significant amount over conventional
agencies methods
132 Per cent of motor carri erfservice agent No relevant hypothesis, percent of initiated transactions that are
initiated transactions that are computed by ]
> completed will be documented but not eval uated
HELP one-stop services®
133 Percent‘ of all motor carr|¢r/serV|ce agent No relevant hypothesis, percent of credential s/permits that can be
credential/permit transactions that can be erformed will be documented but not eval uated
performed by HELP one-stop services® P
E\IIEEI‘I_;&([; o - 21 ﬁn et og ELP 2.1.1 Acceptability of HELP one-stop services The accuracy of HELP one-stop services® is shown to be acceptable
Sop services services @ @ accuracy by astatistically significant amount
@ operation performance N ) ) .
2.1.2 Acceptability of HELP one-stop services The response @ speed of HELP one-stop services @ is shown to
@ response® speed be acceptable by a statistically significant amount
213 Acceptabil |ty.0f the capatility of HELP The capability of HELP one-stop services® to accommodate
one-stop services® to accommodate h invol ithout dearaded apnlicati ) |
changes in volume without degraded cycle changes in volume without degr application-to-issuance cycle
times times is shown to be acceptable by a statistically significant amount
22 ﬁne_SmHELP 2.2.1 Acceptability of HELP one-stop services The availability of HELP one-stop services @ at the times desired is
services?o @ availability at the times desired shown to be acceptable by a statistically significant amount
suitebility 2.2.2 Acceptability of instances and duration of The instances and duration of scheduled and unscheduled
scheduled and unscheduled maintenance maintenance on the HELP one-stop services @ are shown to be
on the HELP one-stop services & acceptable by a statistically significant amount
2.2.3 Acceptability of the HELP one-stop The HELP one-stop services @ operational interface is shown to
services ® operational interface be acceptable by a statistically significant amount

*The term “ HELP one-stop services’ refers to both the computerized one-stop system and supporting service center activities
NOTE: The different ways in which state agencies will interface with the HELP one-stop system (e.g., different degrees of automation; will be considered in the
evaluation. @

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONSKEY:

@ Changed the word “ system” to “ HEL P one-stop services” to emphasize that both the computerized system and supporting service center activities will be addressed
® Added the word “ response” to indicate the type of speed that will be considered in the evaluation

® Changed the word “ system” to “ HEL P one-stop services’ to emphasize that only the computerized system will be considered in part of this evaluation

@ Added this note to emphasize that the different ways in which state agencies will interface with the HELP one-stop system will be considered in the evaluation, per
the Evaluation Team'’ s request.
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Exhibit |- (cont’d)

HELP One-Stop Operational Test Evaluation Goals, Objectives, Factors, and Hypotheses

Cost Objective Evaluation Factor Hypothesis Statement
2 Evaluate 22 AssessHELP 224 Acceptability of the HELP one-stop The HELP one-stop system’ s installation and maintenance
HELP one - one-stap system's ® installation and maintenance environment is shown to be acceptable by astatistically significant
Stop services services @ environment amount
@ operation suitability
(cont’d) (cont’d) 2.25 Acceptability of the HELP one-stop The HELP one-stop system’s capability for supporting hardware
system's ® capability for supporting and software upgrades is shown to be acceptable by a statistically
hardware/software upgrades significant amount
2.2.6 Acceptability of training provided on the The training provided to motor carriers/service agents, state
HELP one-stop system @ to motor agencies, and service center analysis ® on the HEL P one-stop
carriers/service agents, state agencies, system is shown to be acceptable by a statistically significant
and service center analysis ® amount
3. Determine 3.1 Document ) ) )
physical operational test | 311 Operati onal test costs No relevant hypothesis, costs will be documented but not evaluated
conditions conditions and
and ) requirements 3.1.2 Operational test configuration No relevant hypothesis, requirements will be documented but not
requirements requirements evaluated
1.3 Assessimpacts ) )
on service 321 Deployment costs No relevant hypothesis, costs will be documented but not eval uated
quality
322 Deployment configuration requirements No relevant hypothesis, requirements will be documented but not
evauated
4. Evaluate user 41 Assess . N ) .
acceptance motor carrier/ 411 Motor carrier/service agent preferences ﬁs:trzn srtggl’lﬂ ZE’S ggz_n;gergsnﬂ:i g;smotor carrier/service agent
service agent p P
accentance — — - -
ep 412 Motor carrier/service agent frequency of A statistically significant percent of motor carri gr/ser.w ce agent
use users make frequent use of HEL P one-stop services in conducting
credential/permit transactions
413 Changesin motor carrier/service agent A statistically significant percent of motor carrier/service agent
. A . users rate HEL P one-stop services more favorably and rely on it to
attitudes and behavior over time s
agreater extent with increased exposure
42 Assess state A statistically significant percent of state agency users prefer HELP
agency 4.2.1 State agency preferences one-stop services
acceptance
. . A statistically significant percent of state agency users rate HELP
422 © Che_\ngesm state agency attitudes and one-stop services more favorably and rely on it to a greater extent
behavior over time ot
with increased exposure
5 Document 51 Asse_ SS motor 5.1.1 Motor carrier/service agent views on one- No relevant hypothesis, attitudes will be documented but not
and assess carrier/service ]
R o stop services evaluated
institutional agent positions
issues . . . . . .
5.1.2 Motor carrier/service agent viewson ITS No relevant hypothesis, attitudes will be documented but not
applicationsin genera evauated
5.2 Assess state . . .
agency 521 State agency views on one-stop services No relevant hypothesis, attitudes will be documented but not
- evauated
positions
5.2.2 State agency viewson ITS applicationsin No relevant hypothesis, attitudes will be documented but not
general evaluated
53 Maintain No relevant factors No relevant hypothesis
contracts and
agreements

*The term “ HELP one-stop services’ refers to both the computerized one-stop system and supporting service center activities
NOTE: The different ways in which state agencies will interface with the HELP one-stop system (e.g., different degrees of automation; will be considered in the

evaluation. ®

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONSKEY:

@ Changed the word “ system” to “ HEL P one-stop services” to emphasize that both the computerized system and supporting service center activities will be addressed
® Changed the word “ system” to “ HEL P one-stop services’ to emphasize that only the computerized system will be considered in part of this evaluation

@ Added this note to emphasize that the different ways in which state agencies will interface with the HEL P one-stop system will be considered in the evaluation, per
the Evaluation Team'’ s request.

@® Clarified that the acceptability of training on the HEL P one-stop system will be assessed from the viewpoints of motor carrier/service agents, state agencies, and
service center analysts.
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GOAL 1. EVALUATE SYSTEM EFFECTIVENESS

This goal area focused on the assessment of the degree to which the HELP one-stop system
impacted motor carrier/service agent and state agency credentialling processes. In order to
address this goal, a number of objectives were established. These were: assess productivity
impacts; assess impacts on consistency and uniformity; and assess impacts on service quality.
Results from the evaluation indicate that the HEL P one-stop system has the potential to be
quite effective in reducing the time and cost associated with the process of receiving motor
carrier credentials/permits.

OBJECTIVE 1. |: Assess productivity impacts.
This objective dealt with the assessment of cycle times in terms of applying for,
processing and receiving credentials and permits.

Evaluation Factor 1.1.1: Reduction in motor carrier/service agent application
preparation cycle times.

Hypothesis: HELP one-stop services reduce motor carrier/service agent
application preparation cycle times by a statistically significant amount over
conventional methods.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, it can be said that the HEL P one-
stop system substantially reduced motor carrier/service agent application prep
time for al types of credentials and permits tested. Data collected during the
evauation indicated that on average, the preparation time for an IRP supplement
was reduced by a factor of three. More specific information on cycle times for
al credentials is provided in Section 3 of this report.

Application preparation cycle times are an important indicator of the amount of
labor expended to accomplish the task of preparing and applying for motor
carrier credentials and permits. Preparation cycle times include that |abor time
which can be greatly impacted by the HELP one-stop system, and also
represents the area of greatest potential cost savings for system users.

Evaluation Factor 1.1.2: Reduction in cycle times for state agencies to issue
credential g/permits.

Hypothesis; HEL P one-stop services reduce state agency cycle times to issue
credentialg/permits by a statistically significant amount over conventional
methods.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, the HELP one-stop system
substantially reduced state agency cycle times. In the operational test, most
credentials and permits were issued automatically through the system, with no
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direct interaction from the state agency. State agency personnel did not
manually process applications, therefore, state agency cycle times were
drastically reduced. More specific information on cycle times for al credentials
is provided in Section 3 of this report.

Application issuance cycle times are an important indicator of the amount of
labor expended to issue credentials/permits. This factor is important because it
is an indicator of labor time which can be greatly impacted by the HELP one-
stop system, and also represents the area of greatest potential cost savings for
state agencies.

Evaluation Factor 1.1.3: Reduction in cycle times for motor carriers/service
agents to submit and receive credentials/permits.

Hypothesis: HEL P one-stop services reduce cycle times for motor
carriers/service agents to submit and receive credentialg/permits by a
statistically significant amount over conventional methods.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, it can be said that the elapsed time
between submission for and receipt of credentials/permits was substantially
reduced. Data collected during the evaluation indicated that the time between
submission and receipt of credentials was reduced in the case of IRP
supplements from seven weeks to just over one day. More specific information
is provided in Section 3 of this report.

Application submission are receipt cycle times are an important indicator of the
amount of time required to receive permanent credentials and permits.
Submission/receipt cycle times include that lag time which can be greatly
impacted by the HEL P one-stop system, and also represents an area of potential
cost savings for system users.

OBJECTIVE 1.2: Assess impacts on consistency and uniformity.

This objective measured the degree to which the HEL P one-stop system impacted motor
credentialling process rates such as rejection, reapplication, state approval and tax/fee
computation variations.

Evaluation Factor 1.2.1: Reduction in motor carrier/service agent
rejection/reapplication rates.

Hypothesis: HELP one-stop services reduce motor carrier/service agent
rejection/reapplication rates by a statistically significant amount over
conventional methods.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, the HELP one-stop system was
designed to include verification procedures which would stop incomplete or, in
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some cases, inaccurate applications from being transmitted. Due to these
verification loops, rejection and reapplication rates due to incomplete
applications will be substantially reduced. More specific information is
provided in Section 3 of this report.

Rejection/reapplication rates are an important indicator of the total time
expended between initial application and final receipt of permanent credentials.
They are important because they represent an area of great potential time and
cost savings for motor carriers/service agents.

Evaluation Factor 1.2.2; Increase in state agency approval rates.

Hypothesis: HELP one-stop services increase state agency approval rates by a
statistically significant amount over conventional methods.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, the HELP one-stop system was
designed to include verification procedures which would stop incomplete or, in
some cases, inaccurate applications from being transmitted. Due to these
verification loops, approval rates should substantially rise due to a lesser
number of incomplete applications. More specific information is provided in
Section 3 of this report.

Approval rates indicate the amount of labor necessary for state agencies to
ultimately approve an application. They are important because they represent a
large portion of labor and time costs to state agencies, and can be greatly
impacted by the use of one-stop services.

Evaluation Factor 1.2.3: Reduction in state agency tax/fee computation
variations based on identical inputs.

Hypothesis: HEL P one-stop services reduce state agency tax/fee computation
variations based on identical inputs by a statistically significant amount over
conventional methods.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated tax/fee computation variations did exist in the case of California
accounts. It should be noted that California was the single state which did not
subscribeto VISTA-RS, and rounding errors were expected. More specific
information is provided in Section 4.7 of this report.

Tax/fee computation variation is an important indicator of invoice calculation
reliability and consistency. It is important because it impacts user acceptance,
user confidence and, potentially, state fiduciary issues.
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OBJECTIVE 1.3: Assessimpacts on service quality.

This objective dealt with the assessment of how the HEL P one-stop system impacted
the convenience and merit of using an electronic credentialling system to obtain motor
carrier credentials and permits.

Evaluation Factor 1.3.1: Increase in convenience of conducting CVO
credential/permit transactions for motor carriers/service agents and state
agencies.

Hypothesis: HELP one-stop services increase motor carrier/service agent and
state agency convenience in conducting CVO credential/permit transactions by a
statistically significant amount over conventional methods.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated that motor carriers/service agents preferred the convenience of using
the HEL P one-stop system over conventional methods for obtaining credentials
and permits. More specific information is provided in Section 2.1 of this
report.

Convenience is an important indicator of user satisfaction and the potential use
of a product such as the HELP one-stop system. It is important because it helps
determine future use and acceptability of the system.

Evaluation Factor 1.3.2: Percent of motor carrier/service agent initiated
transactions that are completed by the system.

Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis: percent of initiated transactions that are
completed will be documented but not eval uated.

Conclusion: Data collected during the evaluation indicated that motor
carriers/service agents could envision using the HELP one-stop system for a
large percentage of al transactions. More specific information is provided in
Sections 3 and 5.4 of this report.

Evaluation Factor 1.3.3: Percent of all motor carrier/service agent
credential/permit transactions that can be performed by the system.

Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis: percent of initiated transactions that can be
performed will be documented but not eval uated.

Conclusion: Data collected during the evaluation indicated that motor
carriers/service agents believed most of their credentialling/permitting functions
could be completed using the HEL P one-stop. More specific information is
provided in Sections 3 and 5.4 of this report.
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GOAL 2: EVALUATE THE SYSTEM OPERATION

This goal area focused on the assessment of the HELP system’s ability to perform the tasks for
which it was designed. In order to address this goal, a number of objectives were established.
These were: assess system performance and assess system suitability. Evaluation results
indicate that the HEL P one-stop system has the capability to perform the tasks for which it was
designed, in a manner which is acceptable to system users.

OBJECTIVE 2.1:Assess system performance.
This objective dealt with the assessment of the system itself, in terms of accuracy,
speed and volume sensitivity.

Evaluation Factor 2.1.1: Acceptability of system accuracy.

Hypothesis: The HELP one-stop system’s accuracy is shown to be acceptable by
astatistically significant amount.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated the system had some problems with accuracy in the areas of credential
issuance - specificaly, the printing of cab cards in Cdlifornia and permitsin
Arizona. More specific information is provided in Section 4.4 of this report.

System accuracy is an important indicator of reliability. It is important because
it isamajor factor in user confidence, potential use, and state regulatory issues.

Evaluation Factor 2.1.2: Acceptability of system speed.

Hypothesis: The HELP one-stop system’s speed is shown to be acceptable by a
statistically significant amount.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated that while the response speed of the HEL P one-stop system was
substantially shorter than conventional methods for obtaining permanent
credentials, the system response speed was longer than conventional methods for
obtaining temporary credentials._ More specific information is provided in
Section 4.5 of this report.

System speed is an important indicator of the time lapse between initial
application and final printing of permanent credentials. It isimportant because
it isamajor factor in deciding whether or not to pursue temporary credentials
(conventional methods) as opposed to timely permanent credentials (new
procedures through the HEL P one-stop system).
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Evaluation Factor 2.1.3: Acceptability of system capability for accommodating
changes in volume without degraded cycle times.

Hypothesis: The HELP one-stop system’s capability for accommodating changes
in volume without degraded application-to-issuance cycle times is shown to be
acceptable by a statistically significant amount.

Conclusion: Datawas not collected during the evaluation period dueto
technical issues discovered during system development. More specific
information is provided in Section 4.8 of this report.

OBJECTIVE 2.2: Assess system suitability.
This objective dealt with the assessment of user preference and acceptance of the HELP
one-stop system.

Evaluation Factor 2.2.1: Acceptability of system availability at thetimes
desired.

Hypothesis: The HELP one-stop system’s availability at the times desired is
shown to be acceptable by a statistically significant amount.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated that the HEL P one-stop system was available at all times during
regular business hours for the duration of the operational test period. More
specific information is provided in Section 4.6 of this report.

System availability is an important indicator of system reliability. It is
important to the future volume of system use, as well as for future business
planning.

Evaluation Factor 2.2.2: Acceptability of instances and duration of scheduled
and unscheduled maintenance.

Hypothesis: The instances and duration of scheduled and unscheduled
maintenance on the HEL P one-stop system are shown to be acceptable by a
statistically significant amount.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated that the HEL P one-stop system was available at all times during
regular business hours for the duration of the operational test period.
Maintenance levels were found to be acceptable by all system users. More
specific information is provided in Section 4.6 of this report.

Acceptability of maintenance times is an important indicator of reliability and
user confidence. It isimportant to the future volume of system use, as well as
for business planning and scheduling.
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Evaluation Factor 2.2.3: Acceptability of operationa interface.

Hypothesis: The HELP one-stop system’s operational interface is shown to be
acceptable by a statistically significant amount.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated for the majority of credentials/permits, the operational interface was
positively rated by system users. More specific information is provided in
Sections 2.1 and 4.3 of this report.

Operationa interface is an important indicator of user-friendliness and ease of
use. Itisimportant because it will largely determine future use and
acceptability.

Evaluation Factor 2.2.4: Acceptability of installation and maintenance
environment.

Hypothesis: The HELP one-stop system’s installation and maintenance
environment is shown to be acceptable by a statistically significant amount.
Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, while data collected during the
evauation indicated no problems with the system installation or maintenance
environment, it was decided that changes would be made to the installation
procedures to increase efficiency for the development of a commercial product.
More specific information is provided in Section 4.2 of this report.

Acceptability of installation is an important indicator of the effort necessary
bring the system to working order. It isimportant to the potential expansion of
the HEL P one-stop user group and as an indicator of the technical expertise
necessary to install the HEL P one-stop system.

Evaluation Factor 2.2.5: Acceptability of system capability for supporting
hardware/software upgrades.

Hypothesis: The HELP one-stop- system’s capability for supporting hardware
and software upgrades is shown to be acceptable by a statistically significant
amount.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, while data collected during the
evauation indicated no problems with the system’s capability to support
upgrades, it was decided that changes would be made to the upgrade procedures
to increase efficiency for the development of a commercia product. More
specific information is provided in Section 4.2 of this report.
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Acceptability of the upgrade capability is an important indicator of user
confidence. It is an important to the decision-making process of whether or not
to invest in a one-stop system. Upgrade capability is a concern whenever an
investment in technology is being made.

Evaluation Factor 2.2.6: Acceptability of training provided.

Hypothesis: The training provided on the HELP one-stop system is shown to be
acceptable by a statistically significant amount.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, it can be said that all system users
rated the training very positively. Data collected during the evaluation indicated
that most of the system user’s felt the hands-on training was adequate, but
cautioned that alternate methods of training may not be sufficient. More
specific information is provided in Section 4.1 of this report.

Training in an important issue for user acceptance, user confidence and
potential benefits. With adequate training, a system user can utilize all aspects
of the HELP one-stop system rather than just the familiar aspects. This impacts
potential use and marketability of the HELP one-stop system.

GOAL 3: DETERMINE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

Thisgoal areafocused on the assessment of the HELP system, its physical configurations,
costs and requirements. In order to address this goal, a number of objectives were established.
These were: document operation test conditions and requirements and estimate deployment
conditions and requirements. Evauation results indicate that motor carriers/service agents and
state agencies were responsible for only personnel costs. The costs of development,
maintenance, and training were borne by the system developers. Future deployment costs will
be dependent upon severa factors, including projected transaction volume, current links to
VISTA-RS, and state specifications.

OBJECTIVE 3. 1. Document operational test conditions and reguirements.
This objective dealt with recording the circumstances under which the HELP one-stop
system was tested and evaluated.

Evaluation Factor 3.1. |: Operational test costs.

Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis: costs will be documented but not
evaluated.

Conclusion: Data collected during the eval uation indicated costs to motor
carriers/service agents and state agencies were limited to personnel expenses.
The system developers bore the cost of system development, software and
hardware expenses. More specific information is provided in Section 5.1 of this
report.
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Evaluation Factor 3.1.2: Operational test configuration.

Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis: requirements will be documented but not
evaluated.

Conclusion: Data collected during the evaluation outlined the physical
configuration requirements of the HEL P one-stop system, including software
and hardware requirements. More specific information is provided in Section
5.1 of this report.

OBIJECTIVE 3.1: Estimate deployment conditions and requirements.
This objective dealt with assessing the costs and requirements for system deployment.

Evaluation Factor 3.2. |: Deployment costs.

Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis: costs will be documented but not evaluated.
Conclusion: Data collected during the evaluation outlined the potential costs of
a deployed system, including the necessary changes to the present system prior
to deployment. Data showed that most system users agreed that any costs for
using the system must be minimal and recoverable within a short period of time.
More specific information is provided in Section 5.4 of this report.

Evaluation Factor 3.2.2: Deployment configurationrequirements.

Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis. requirements will be documented but not
eva uated.

Conclusion: Data collected during the evaluation indicated that the physical
requirements would not substantially change from the operational test to
deployment. The one segment which was identified for change was the
REMCOMM program. More specific information is provided in Section 5.3 of
this report.

GOAL 4: EVALUATE USER ACCEPTANCE

This goal area focused on user preferences and approval of the HELP one-stop system. In
order to address this goal, a number of objectives were established. These were: assess motor
carrier/service agent acceptance; and assess state agency acceptance. Results from the
evaluation indicate the HEL P one-stop system has the potential to be well-accepted by both
motor carriers/service agents and state agencies. However, the system that was tested was
found to contain several problem areas which need to be addressed prior to commercial
deployment. System users differentiated between acceptance of the system as demonstrated in
the operational test, and the potential corrected system.
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OBJECTIVE 4. 1. Assess motor carrier/service agent acceptance.
This objective dealt with the assessment of motor carrier/service agent approval of the
HELP one-stop system, its capability, and its potential use.

Evaluation Factor 41.1: Motor carrier/service agent preferences.

Hypothesis: A statistically significant percent of motor carrier/service agent
users prefer HELP one-stop services.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, it can be said that all motor
carriers/service agents recognized the potential benefits of using the HELP one-
stop system to obtain credentials/permits. More specific information is provided
in Section 2 of this report.

Motor carrier preferences are an important indicator of user acceptance, user
confidence, and potential use of the HELP one-stop system. They are important
to the developers for future modifications and upgrades, as well as to state
agencies to make the decision to accept one-stop services.

Evaluation Factor 4.1.2: Motor carrier/service agent frequency of use.
Hypothesis: A statistically significant percent of motor carrier/service agent
users make frequent use of HELP one-stop services in conducting
credential/permit transactions.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or regject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated that all motor carriers/service agents recognized the potential benefits
of using the HELP one-stop system to obtain credentials/permits, and would
make frequent use of the system if it were available. More specific information
is provided in Section 2 of this report.

Frequency of use is an important indicator of future volume. It isimportant
because it is an indication of how often, and to what degree motor
carriers/service agents will use the system rather than conventional methods.

Evaluation Factor 4.1.3: Changesin motor carrier/service agent attitudes and
behavior over time.

Hypothesis: A statistically significant percent of motor carrier/service agent
users rate HEL P one-stop services more favorably and rely on it to a greater
extent with increased exposure.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. Due to schedule changes, it was infeasible to
collectinitial, mid-term, and final data setsfrom system users. Instead, only
baseline (conventional methods) and final data were collected. More specific
information is provided in Section 2 of this report.
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Changes in attitude and behavior are an important indicator of the future success
of one-stop services, as well as the progression through the learning curve of
new technology. They are important to both the developers for future design
upgrades and training, and to the state for future planning purposes.

OBJECTIVE 4.2: Assess state agency acceptance.
This objective dealt with the assessment of state agency approval of the HELP one-stop
system, its capability, and its potential use.

Evaluation Factor 4.2.1: State agency preferences.

Hypothesis: A statistically significant percent of state agency users make
frequent use of HEL P one-stop services in conducting credential/permit
transactions.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated that state agency personnel recognized the potential benefits of using
the HELP one-stop system to issue credentials. More specific information is
provided in Section 2 of this report.

State agency acceptance is an important indicator of user confidence and user
volume. State agency acceptance is vital to the continuation and expansion of
one-stop services. It isimportant for system users to know state agencies have
confidence in the system before investing time and money in a program such as
this.

Evaluation Factor 4.2.2: State agency frequency of use.

Hypothesis: A statistically significant percent of state agency users make
frequent use of HEL P one-stop services in conducting credential/permit
transactions

Conclusion: The data collected under thistask was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. However, data collected during the evaluation
indicated that state agency personnel had little interaction with the HELP one-
stop system, and were therefore available to conduct other tasks. More specific
information is provided in Section 2 of this report.

Frequency of use is an important indicator of potential volume issues, and future
system use. It isimportant because it indicates the level of user commitment
and user confidence in the HELP one-stop system. It is aso important for
future business planning decisions by the state and system developers.
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Evaluation Factor 42.3: Changesin state agency attitudes and behavior over
time.

Hypothesis: A statistically significant percent of state agency users rate HELP
one-stop services more favorably and rely on it to a greater extent with
increased exposure.

Conclusion: The data collected under this task was not sufficient to either
support or reject the hypothesis. Due to schedule changes, it was infeasible to
collect initial, mid-term, and final data sets from state personnel. Instead, only
baseline (conventional methods) and final data were collected. More specific
information is provided in Section 2 of this report.

Changes in attitude and behavior are an important indicator of user acceptance
and confidence. They are important to the future business decisions of state
agencies as well as system developers.

GOAL 5: DOCUMENT AND ASSESSINSTITUTIONAL ISSUES

This goal area focused on the documentation of institutional issues, lessons learned and
barriers. In order to address this goal, a number of objectives were established. These were:
assess motor carrier/service agent positions; assess state agency positions; and maintain
contracts and agreements. Evaluation results documented several important institutional issues
and lessons learned. These include issues which need to be resolved prior to commercia
deployment as well as general cautions for future operational tests of technology such as the
HELP one-stop services.

OBJECTZVE 5.1: Assess motor carrier/service agent positions.
This objective dealt with the assessment of motor carrier/service agent attitudes and
views of the one-stop services and ITS applications in general.

Evaluation Factor 5.1.1: Motor carrier/service agent views on one-stop
services.

Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis. attitudes will be documented but not
evaluated.

Conclusion: Data collected during the evaluation indicated that motor
carriers/service agents were generaly positive about one-stop services. More
specific information is provided in Section 5.1 of this report.

Evaluation Factor 5.1.2: Motor carrier/service agent views on ITS applications
in general.

Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis. attitudes will be documented but not
evaluated.
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Conclusion: Data collected during the eval uation indicated motor
carriers/service agents were generaly positive about I TS applications in the
motor carrier industry. More specific information is provided in Section 2 of
this report.

OBJECTZVE 5.2: Assess state agency positions.
This objective dealt with the assessment of state agency attitudes and views of the one-
stop services and I TS applications in general.

Evaluation Factor 5.2.1: State agency views on one-stop Services.
Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis. attitudes will be documented but not
evaluated.

Conclusion: Data collected during the evaluation indicated state agency
personnel were generally positive about one-stop services. More specific
information is provided in Section 2 of this report.

Evaluation Factor 5.2.2; State agency views on ITS applications in general.
Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis: attitudes will be documented but not
evaluated

Conchsion: Data collected during the eval uation indicated state agency
personnel were generally positive about ITS applications for the motor carrier
industry. More specific information is provided in Section 2 of this report.

OBJECTIVE 5.3 Maintain contracts and agreements.

This objective dealt with the contractual obligations of the WHI as noted in signed
contracts between FIIWA, project manager and all subcontractors. No data was
collected during the evaluation period.

Evaluation Factor: No relevant factors.
Hypothesis: No relevant hypothesis.

1.3.2 Individual Trial Tests

Individual trial tests were the means through which the evaluation data (the empirical
evidence used in hypothesis testing) was obtained. These tests grouped data needs by the
venue in which it was collected to support differences in evaluation planning, economize on
project resources, and minimize respondent burden. The six tria tests developed for the
HELP One-Stop Operational Test evaluation were as follows: (See Appendix E for copies of
these instruments)

L System Records Selection — Collected operational data (e.g., number, length of
transactions) automatically from the system throughout the execution phase.
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2. Service Center Logs — Collected basic activity measures (e.g., up and down
time, number of callers) from Service Center analysts on a weekly basis
throughout the execution phase.

3. Service Center Surveys — Collected operational data (e.g., time spent with
system, user feedback) plus attitudinal data (e.g., acceptability of maintenance
schedules) from Service Center analysts in the execution phase.

4 System User Surveys — Collected operational data (e.g., services used) plus
behavioral and attitudinal data (e.g., rating of services) from motor
carriers/service agents and state agency users.

5. Personal Interviews — Collected operational data (e.g., cycle times, costs,
configuration requirements) from motor carriers/service agents and state agency
users and service center analysts and probed responses to survey questions.

6. Automated Data Capture — Tested the system’ s performance (e.g., in terms of
accuracy, speed) against predefmed benchmarks.

1.3.3 Pilot Testing and Training

Pilot tests were conducted to help detect and correct potential problems. Pilot tests
operated in the same manner as the actual test, except that the external environment (e.g., the
number of individuals surveyed) was limited to one motor carriers/service agents and one state
agency. Before pilot testing of the trial test data collection instruments occurred, they were
thoroughly reviewed by WHI, the FHWA, and Evaluation Team members for content, clarity,
and ease of completion or response. After thisreview, the pilot testing procedures outlined in the
Research Design were followed.

Exhibit I-2 mapsindividual trial tests against evaluation factors. This mapping
indicates whether the data yielded by atest isintended to be the primary source on which
eva uation results were based for a particular evaluation factor, or whether the dataisintended to
serve as a secondary source or simply to provide additional insight. It isimportant to keep these
intentions, defined in the footnote beneath the exhibit, in mind to understand how fully trial tests
supply the respective data needs of evaluation factors. (See Appendix G, for complete
documentation of these eval uation factors)

Note that for many evaluation factors, data from several tria tests was integrated to assess
findings.

September 1997 1-25 The Western Highway Institute



Final Evaluation Report

EXHIBIT [-2
Mapping of Individual Trial Tests Against Evaluation Factors

Reduction in Motor Carriers/Service Agents Application Preparation Cycle Times
- System Records Selection
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews

Reduction in Cycle Times for State Agencies to Issue Credential§/permits
- System Records Selection
- Service Center Logs
- Service Center Surveys
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews

Reduction in Cycle Times for Motor Carriers/Service Agents to Submit and Receive
Credential g/permits

- System Records Selection

- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys

- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews

Reduction in Motor Carrier/Service Agent Rejection/reapplication Rates
- System Records Selection
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys

Increase in State Agency Approval Rates
- System Records Selection
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews

Reduction in State Agency Tax/fee Computation Variations Based on Identical Inputs
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews
- Simulated Data
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EXHIBIT I-2 (Cont’d.)
Mapping of Individual Trial Tests Against Evaluation Factors

Increase in Convenience of Conducting CVO Credential/Permit Transactions for Motor
Carrierd/service Agents and State Agencies

- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys

- State Agency Surveys

Percent of Motor Carrier Initiated Transactions That Are Completed by HELP One-Stop
Services

- System Records Selection

- Service Center Logs

Percent of All Motor Carriers/Service Agents Credential/Permit Transactions That Can Be
Performed by HELP One-Stop Services

- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys

- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews

- State Agency Surveys

- State Agency Interviews

Acceptability of HELP One-Stop Services Accuracy
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews
- Simulated Data

Acceptability of HEL P One-stop Services Response Speed
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Service Center Surveys
- Simulated Data

Acceptability of the Capability of HELP One-Stop Services to Accommodate Changes in
Volume with out Degraded Cycle Times

- System Records Selection

- Service Center Analyst Interviews

- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews

- Simulated Data
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EXHIBIT -2 (Cont’d.)
Mapping of Individual Trial Tests Against Evaluation Factors

Acceptability of HELP One-Stop Services Availability at the Times Desired
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- Service Center Logs
- Service Center Surveys
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Simulated Data

Acceptability of Instances and Duration of Scheduled and Unscheduled Maintenance on the
HELP One-Stop System

- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews

- Service Center Logs

- Service Center Surveys

- Service Center Analyst Interviews

Acceptability of the HELP One-Stop System’s Operational Interface
- Service Center Surveys
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- Simulated Data

Acceptability of the HELP One-Stop System'’s Installation and Maintenance Environment
- Service Center Surveys
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Surveys

Acceptability of the HELP One-Stop System’s Capability for Supporting Hardware/software
Upgrades
- Service Center Analyst Interviews

September 1997 1-28 The Western Highway Institute



Final Evaluation Report

EXHIBIT I-2 (Cont'd.)

Mapping of Individual Trial Tests Against Evaluation Factors

Acceptability of Training Provided on the HELP One-Stop System to Motor Carriers/Service

Agents, State Agencies and Service Center Analysts
- Service Center Surveys
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interview
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews

Operational Test Costs
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews

Operational Test Configuration Reguirements
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Interviews

Deployment Costs
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews

Deployment Configuration Requirements
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Interviews

Motor Carriers/Service Agents Preferences
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Service Center Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews

September 1997 1-29

The Western Highway Institute



Final Evaluation Report

EXHIBIT I-2 (Cont’d.)
Mapping of Individual Trial Tests Against Evaluation Factors

Motor Carriers/Service Agents Frequency of Use
- System Records Selection
- Service Center Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys

Changes in Motor Carriers/Service Agents Attitudes and Behavior over Time
- Service Center Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews

Changes in State Agency Attitudes and Behavior over Time
- Service Center Surveys
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews

Motor Carrier/Service Agents Views on One-Stop Services and ITS in General
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Service Center Logs
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys

State Agency Views on One-Stop Services and ITS in General
- Service Center Analyst Interviews
- Service Center Logs
- State Agency Surveys

Demographic Information
- System Records Selection
- Service Center Logs
- Service Center Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Surveys
- Motor Carriers/Service Agents Interviews
- State Agency Surveys
- State Agency Interviews
- Simulated Data
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1.3.4 Establishment of a Basis for Comparison

A basisfor comparing the HEL P One-Stop system with conventional approachesto
meeting motor carrier regulatory requirements was needed to determine whether some evaluation
hypotheses should be accepted or rejected. For the HELP One-Stop system evaluation a baseline
approach was used to develop a basis for comparison. A basdine was established by collecting a
set of observations from the same group that used the new system, but at an earlier (pre-
treatment) point intime. Baseline datawas established primarily through the collection of data
in the months before the operational test system came on-line. Additionally, motor carriers/
service agents and state agencies were asked to alert WHI when changes (e.g., regulatory,
procedural) were made during the operational test which affected baseline data.

14  DATA TABULATION, REPORTING, QUALITY CONTROL and QUALITY
ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

The sections below describe the data tabulation, reporting plans, data control and data
quality assurance plans which were followed in conducting individual trial tests for the HELP
One-Stop Operational Test evauation.

1.4.1 Data Tabulation Plans

Qualitative information derived from evaluation trial tests, such as institutional issues,
were tracked, recorded, and summarized. Simple cross-tabulations were performed for each
trial test data package. Simple tabulations are counts of the number of cases that fall into
various, separate categories (e.g., the number of users which rated the One-Stop system’s
effectiveness as either excellent, good, fair, or poor). These cross-tabulations are presented in
avariety of formats, including tables, graphs, charts and narrative text.

1.4.2 Reporting Plans

All reports were produced using WordPerfect 6. 1 according to the outlines provided in
the Overall Evaluation Plan. Microsoft Excel and WordPerfect 6.1 were used to compile the
statistical tables. Graphics were created through Microsoft Excel, Lotus Freelance, and Novell
Quattro Pro. Each report was screened through three review processes. WHI internal
management review, FHWA and Evaluation Team review, and Steering Committee review.
Following these reviews, reports were revised as appropriate to incorporate the input received.
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1.4.3 Issues

There are five key issues associated with trial test data tabulation, statistical analysis, and
reporting which were addressed before the operational test began. They were asfollows:

Sample representation — In the HELP One-Stop Operational Test, motor
carriers/service agents and state agency employees participated in some of the
evaluation’s most important data collection activities. The level of participation
of these employees was more than could be demanded of purely randomly
selected volunteers. Asaresult, although motor carriers/service agents and state
agencies were recruited to be as representative of the total population as possible,
this selection was based on a non-probabilistic (judgement/convenience/quota)
samplingtechnique.

Sample size limitation — At the beginning of the HELP One-Stop Operational
Test, the Steering Committee agreed to limit the test’s scope to no more than 15
motor carriers and 2,000 trucks and the commercia vehicle regulatory agencies of
the three participating states (Arizona, California, and New Mexico). Thus, the
sample size that can be drawn upon in collecting evaluation datais limited.
Subsequently, five service agents (each conducting transactions for one or more of
their client motor carriers) and seven motor carriers were asked to participate as
system users. Participating motor carriers/service agents represented large,
medium and small motor carriers, with operations in one or more of the
participating states.

Sampling errors — All statistical analysis techniques are subject to error,
generally categorized as sampling and non-sampling errors. Sampling errors are
those that occur because the whole population is not included in the test, while
non-sampling errors are those that may occur at any stage in a research project
due to mistakes in data collection, manipulation, or analysis. The HELP One-
Stop Operational Test evaluation sought to control for such errors to the greatest
extent possible within given resource constraints.

Results confidentiality — To maintain the confidentialy of both proprietary
information and personal opinions, evaluation results will only release datain
areas Where there are sufficient responses to screen organizations/individual s
(minimum of three) unless specific permission has been otherwise obtained.
Accordingly, a significant amount of data associated with each trial test data
package may not be disclosed. To help mitigate this problem, data was
combined across categories and compiled across data packages to generate a
larger number of incidents for the final evaluation report.
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1.4.4 Data Procedures

A large amount of data was collected, analyzed, and secured as a part of the HELP One-
Stop Operational Test evaluation. This included survey, interview and system data collected
before, during and after the operational test period. To ensure that this data was effectively
managed, the following four sets of data procedures were devel oped:

Procedures that described and tracked the evaluation data packages (e.g.,
surveys, logs, system records).

Procedures that described and tracked changes in the operational test which may
have impacted the evaluation (e.g., changes to the system architecture, test
procedures, test participants, regulatory procedures).

Procedures that ensured the integrity of evaluation data collection, manipulation,
storage, and distribution.

Procedures that protected evaluation data from loss, destruction, or corruption
and ensured participants’ privacy.

For ease of reference these procedures, originally presented in the Overall Evaluation
Plan, are provided in Appendix E with the forms that were completed.

1.4.5 Quality Control/Quality Assurance Procedures

Formal quality control and quality assurance procedures were followed during the HELP
One-Stop Operational Test evaluation. Quality control procedures were used by WHI to
ensure that evaluation activities were properly conducted, analyzed, recorded, and
documented. Quality assurance procedures were used by the Evaluation Team to oversee
quality control procedures and make sure these procedures were followed by WHI. For ease
of reference these procedures, originally presented in the Overall Evaluation Plan, are
provided in Appendix F.

15 HUMAN FACTORSAND PRIVACY CONSIDERATIONS

The HEL P One-Stop Operational Test evaluation required the participation and support of
many individuals and organizationsin a new endeavor — one that falls outside of their everyday
roles and responsibilities and could raise conflicts of interest in some circumstances (e.g., by
asking service center analyststo rate their company’ s proprietary system). In recognition of this,
key human factors and privacy considerations associated with the evaluation and a discussion of
how they were addressed are outlined below.
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Evaluation participants need adequate information on evaluation expectations and
activities. To address this concern, the Overall Evaluation Plan provided an early
estimate of participants' involvement in evaluation data collection efforts.
Evaluation Team members were briefed on this estimate with a particular
emphasis on the expectations of motor carriers/service agents and state agency
users and service center analysts. Additionally, as a part of evaluation baseline
data collection interviews, WHI met individually with motor carriers/service
agents and state agency users and explained what was expected of them and, in
turn, what they could expect from the evaluation.

The demands on evaluation participants were minimized. Although the
evaluation data collection effort was extensive, to encourage full cooperation and
avoid negative reactions to data collection instruments (which could affect
results), the evaluation:

Collected only the data necessary to address specified evaluation factors.

Utilized simple, quick to complete, and carefully pilot-tested data
collection instruments (e.g., relying mainly on check list completion
rather than response to open ended questions).

Arranged interviews to be as convenient and unobtrusive as possible
(e.g., limited to two hours or less and held at a convenient location).

Built on data aready collected during the system design process to avoid
duplication of effort.

Evaluation and system design/operation efforts were synchronized. Evaluation
data collection instruments for system users closely reflected the HELP One-Stop
system’s features, terminology, and user interface, eliminating respondent
confusion and simplifying completion. For the same reasons, evaluation data
needed from service center analysts was coordinated with Lockheed Martin IMS
proprietary log keeping requirements and staff/customer feedback tracking.

The evaluation recognized that participants used the system in different amounts
and ways. Evaluation data collection instruments supported the entire range of
valid responses to questions and allowed respondents to easily skip questions that
were not relevant to their use of the system.
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The evaluation recognized the importance of maintaining the confidentiality of
both proprietary information and personal opinions. Evaluation data security
procedures (provided in full in Appendix F) were designed to address
participants private sector competitiveness concerns and to ensure candidness by
shielding the identity of individual respondents.

1.6 TEST CASE DESCRIPTIONS

The sections below describe the specific scenarios and parameters in which the HELP
One-Stop Operational Test was conducted. The descriptions include general background
information, the level of deployment, and any special arrangements made for the duration of

the operational test.

1.6.1 Arizona

Background:

Two service agents and two motor carriers participated

Subscribesto VISTA/RS

Member of IRP

Member of IFTA

Commercial vehicle responsibilities are held by ADOT, including issuing
IRP and IFTA credentials, authorizing permits, preparing titles and
processing payments

Arizona allows third-party processing and credentialling

Allowed motor carriers/service agents to maintain an on-site inventory of
IRP license plates, cab cards and stickers for printing and issuance for the
duration of the operational test

Level of Operational Test Involvement:

IRP renewal (available but not tested)

| RP supplement

IFTA renewal (available but not tested)
IFTA supplement
Oversize/Overweight permits
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Speciad Arrangements:

1.6.2 California

Background:

Since Arizona does not charge a fee for the issuance of IFTA licenses and
decals, upon completion of the transaction one of two steps occurred:

1) if an IFTA license was to be issued, a fax was automatically sent to
the state and ADOT issued and mailed the license and decals to the motor
carrier/ service agent, or,

2) if an IFTA deca was to be issued, the Service Center was notified and
responsible for issuing and sending decals to the motor carriers/service
agents.

Arizona uses the factory list price of vehicles to calculate IRP fees. Once
ADOT receives an add-vehicle IRP supplement application, that vehicle is
verified through the state titling system and the factory list priceis
determined. During the operational test, the motor carriers/service agents
would enter the data and notify the Service Center. The Service Center
then called ADOT to solicit the correct factory list price, entered that
figure into the data screens, and had the carrier request fees through the
HELP One-Stop system.

ADOT has established a Fees in Phoenix program, in which motor
carriers/service agents can deposit funds for future withdrawals for permit
transactions. As transactions are processed for those motor carriers/
service agents, ADOT can debit the appropriate Fees in Phoenix account,
expediting the process of issuing permits. This method of payment for
permits was an option for motor carriers/service agents in Arizona only.

Two service agents and two motor carriers participated

Does not subscribe to VISTA/RS

Member of IRP

Member of IFTA

Commercia vehicle responsibilities are split between three separate
agencies. the Department of Motor Vehicles issues IRP credentias, the
Department of Transportation processes OS/OW permits, and the Board
of Equalization handles IFTA licenses

Allowed motor carriers/service agents users to maintain an on-site
inventory of IRP license plates, cab cards and stickers for printing and
issuance for the duration of the operational test
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Level of Operational Test Involvement:
- IRP renewal (available but not tested)
| RP supplement
IFTA renewal (available but not tested)
IFTA supplement
Oversize/Overweight permits

Special Arrangements:

Due to legal constraints against unauthorized printing of the state seal,
California had to pre-print blank cab cards for distribution to participating
motor carriers/service agents. This accountableinventory was required to
be stored in a secure location, available to audit procedures.

During the duration of the operational test, California required
participating motor carriers/service agents to submit manual applications
for credentials in addition to the electronic application through the HELP
One-Stop system. This required participants to duplicate their efforts.
The state of California used the manual applications to data enter the
transaction on to their own system and calculate fees.

California does not subscribe to the VISTA/RS system for IRP.  This
required Lockheed Martin IMS to set up California’ s motor carrier
accounts on the VISTA/RS system for the operational test. Minor fee
discrepancies were identified during testing. In order for the operational
test to proceed, HELP Inc. agreed to pay the state of California any
differencesin fee calculations. Proof of fee differences was submitted to
HELP Inc. (and WHI for evaluation purposes).

Since VISTA/RS does not normally process for California, the calculation
for Colorado trailer fees was not supported for this operationa test.
However, Cdifornia, under a separate agreement with Colorado, outside
IRP, is required to charge fees for those California-based trailers
operating in Colorado. Consequently, there was a potential for fee
calculation variationsfor trailersregistered in California. Aswith other
fee discrepancies, HELP Inc. agreed to pay the state of California for any
lost revenue due to this fee calculation difference. Proof of fee
differences was submitted to HELP Inc. (and WHI for evaluation
pUrposes).

Upon receipt of payment for an IFTA transaction, a fax was automatically
sent to the state. The state was then responsible for printing and issuing
IFTA licenses and decals to the motor carriers/service agents.

Cdlifornia accepted credit card payments for OS/OW permits, thus
eliminating the need for an electronic funds transfer (EFT) for this type of
transaction.

September 1997 1-37 The Western Highway institute



Final Evaluation Report WHL=

1.6.3 New Mexico

Background :
: One service agent and two motor carriers participated

Subscribesto VISTA/RS

Member of IRP

Member of IFTA

Commercia vehicle responsibilities are held by NMTRD, including

issuing IRP and IFTA credentials, authorizing permits, preparing titles

and processing payments

Level of Operational Test Involvement:
IRP renewal (available but not tested)
IRP supplement
IFTA renewal (available but not tested)
IFTA supplement

Special Arrangements:

Due to security and audit reasons, New Mexico did not allow
participating motor carriers/service agents to hold IRP credential
inventory at their locations. Therefore, the Service Center was required
to hold al IRP inventory (license plates, cab cards and stickers), print
cab-cards and ship credentials upon receipt of payment from the motor
carriers/service agents.

The Service Center was required to hold al IFTA credential inventory
(licenses and decals), print licenses and ship credentials upon receipt of
payment from the motor carriers/service agents.
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2. QUALITATIVE FINDINGS

Chapter 2 presents the qualitative results of the HEL P One-Stop Operational Test
eva uation with respect to motor carriers/service agents and state agency surveys and
interviews. In total, ten motor carriers/service agents (representing 12 motor carrier accounts)
and five state agencies responded to the survey. Telephone calls were made to solicit further
information or clarification of the presented data in areas where incomplete information was
received from the motor carriers/service agents or state agencies. These results are organized
by user acceptance of the HELP One-Stop system and user views of one-stop services and ITS
in general.

The data presented in this section was gathered through a combination of self-
administered surveys and personal interviews. Results from the two instruments are sometimes
contradictory. In some instances, the survey results show negative responses, while the
identical questions elicited positive responses during the interview process. The differences
between these two instruments can be explained through a variety of means. The survey
questions may have been misinterpreted by the respondents, respondents may have felt more
comfortable providing negative feedback in the survey format rather than during an interview,
and questions may have been worded differently during the interviews, although care was
taken to diminish this occurrence. Further investigation into these discrepancies show that in
all instances, the same person who filled out the survey also participated in the interviews.
This suggests that the variance in results is not due to a difference in personnel.

Distinction must also be made between responses to questions regarding how the HELP
One-Stop system worked during the operational test, and how it would work under deployment
(with corrections and added enhancements). Many of the participants differentiated between
these two levels of examination of the HELP One-Stop system. This may also partialy explain
the discrepancies between interview and survey results. Special notation will be made in the
text where specific distinctions or discrepancies occur.

One additional point that must be made is the difference between permanent and
temporary credentials. Motor carriers/service agents often use temporary credentials as a
time-sensitive solution to placing vehiclesin service. Temporary credentials are often issued
in a substantialy shorter time frame than permanent credentials. However, motor
carriers/service agents which rely on temporary credentials must then track down specific
vehicles and replace the temporary credentials with permanent credentials. The HELP One-
Stop system provides significant time savings for motor carriers/service agents in the issuance
of permanent credentials, but for those motor carriers/service agents which rely heavily on
temporary credentials (because of the time savings in issuance), the HEL P One-Stop system
does not provide the same level of benefits.
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2.1 USER ACCEPTANCE and PREFERENCES

This section describes the attitudes, opinions and beliefs of both motor carriers/service
agents and state agency users of the HEL P One-Stop system. Responses from motor carriers
and service agents are separated where there were significant divisions between the responses.

2.1.1 Motor Carrierg/Service Agents

Motor carriers/service agents acknowledged the potential of the HEL P One-Stop system.

As previously mentioned, both motor carriers and service agents distinguished between the
demonstrated HEL P One-Stop system and the improved system which would be deployed. All
participants agreed that the HELP One-Stop system had the potential to greatly improve upon
conventional methods of obtaining permanent credentials. Those aspects cited as having the
greatest potential impact include control over accuracy (in both data entry and the resulting
credentials) and the ability to print credentials on-site. The motor carriers/service agents noted
that oftentimes, credentials received back from the state agencies would contain errors,
requiring additional paperwork and timeto correct. Motor carriers/service agents preferred to
control as much of the process as possible. While the motor carriers/service agents
acknowledged that there would still be an opportunity for error in data entry, they felt
confident the accuracy would increase simply by cutting out the repetitive process of having
multiple people keying in large amounts of data.

Motor carriers were generally more positive about the HELP One-Stop system than
were service agents.  Four out of five participating service agents believe that if the system
were to work as envisioned - including a variety of payment methods and few time delays - the
turnaround time would be considerably condensed and the HELP One-Stop system would be a
viable product for service agents. For service agents, the largest drawback in the demonstrated
HEL P One-Stop system was the extended period of time it took to complete a transaction
including fee payment. Due in large part to the differences in business practices between
motor carriers and service agents, this time factor was a significant stumbling block for service
agents.

Typically, motor carriers know ahead of time when they will add or delete vehicles from
their fleets, and can plan to order credentials accordingly. Service agents, on the other hand,
usually have no prior knowledge of their client’s needs, and the success of their businessis
based upon an ability to deliver credentials within a very short (less than 24 hours) time
period. Currently, participating service agents are able to issue or obtain temporary
credentials within this short time period, which satisfies their client’s immediate needs.
Permanent credentials are obtained at a later date and given to the client.
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All participants responded that the turnaround speed of the HELP One-Stop system was
dow, (see Exhibit 2-1) but the reaction to that statement varied between motor carriers and
service agents. While the total time to receive permanent credentials through the HELP One-
Stop system was significantly less than using conventional methods, it was greater than the
time necessary to obtain temporary credentials using current business practices. (Conventional
methods of obtaining credentials - whether temporary or permanent - oftentimes includes
waiting in state agencies to submit the application, pay an invoice, or pick-up credentials. This
hand-carry method is extremely time-consuming, and is one of the areas which one-stop
services can most positively impact.) For individual motor carriers, this was less of a concern
than for service agents, and companies recognized the inherent efficiencies the HEL P One-Stop
system could provide. Some of the motor carriersinvolved in the test were not geographically
near to state headquarter offices, and so dealt with field offices, which created additional time
barriers for receiving credentials under conventional methods. Therefore, the time delays
associated with the HEL P One-Stop system were still seen as improvements over conventional
methods for most motor carriers.

EXHIBIT 2-1
Turnaround Speed of HELP One-Stop System
as Rated by Motor Carriers/Service Agents

Results Turnaround Speed
Average 4 3 2 l
Score Very Fast Somewhat Fast | Somewhat Slow Very Slow
IRP 24 1 1 2 1
IFTA 2.0 ND ND ND ND
OS/OW Permits 20 ND ND ND ND

* Note: values reflect the number of responsesin each category. ND - non-disclosable due to data volume.

Both motor carriers and service agents feel that the HELP One-Stop system in generdl is
more convenient in terms of submitting and paying for credentials. All survey respondents
noted that using the HEL P One-Stop system to submit applications for credentials and permits
was an improvement over their conventional methods of manually filling out forms. In
addition, those same motor carriers/service agents stated that using the HEL P One-Stop system
to pay for credentials and permits was somewhat better than using conventional means. (See
Exhibit 2-2)
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EXHIBIT 2-2

Convenience of Using the HEL P One-Stop System
as Rated by Motor Carriers/Service Agents

HELP One-Stop System as Compared to Conventional

Results M ethods of Obtaining Credentials and Permits
4 3 2 1
Average Significantly Somewhat Somewhat Significantly
Score Better Better Worse Worse

Amount of time required
to prepare credential/ 3.0 3 0 3 0
permit applications

Convenience of
submitting credential/ 3.7 4 2 0 0
permit applications

Convenienceof paying 3.0 1 4 | 0
for credential g/permits

* Values reflect the number of responsesin each category. ND - nondisclosable due to data volume.

This latter statement is an example of the discrepancies between the responses to
interview versus survey questions. As shown in Exhibit 2-2, participants scored the
convenience of payment as athree on afour point scale (four being significantly better and one
being significantly worse), but during the interview process, al participants noted that paying
for credentials through the HEL P One-Stop system was inconvenient, time consuming and
expensive (due to wire transfer fees). This discrepancy may be explained through differences
in question interpretation, and by motor carriers/service agents answering survey questions
based on the future concept of the deployed HEL P One-Stop system rather than the actual
system which was demonstrated. However, the opinion that fee payment was time consuming
and cumbersome was validated by system-generated data collected during the operational test.

Survey respondents stated that the HEL P One-Stop system was available to them nearly
al thetime. No participants noted the HEL P One-Stop system was unavailable during the
operational test. The only recorded “down time” was for after business hours scheduled
maintenance and a single instance during a training session prior to the operational test, which
was immediately corrected. The scheduled maintenance time was limited (average of 20
minutes) and usually occurred after 9:00 pm. Therefore, this down time had no significant
impact on user views of the HEL P One-Stop system.
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Interviews revealed those motor carriers/service agents who used the IRPand IFTA
functions stated that the screens and system in general were easy to use, however, those using
the OSIOW permitting functions found it very difficult. The operational interface developed
for the IRP renewal, IRP supplement, IFTA renewal and IFTA additional decals were found to
be straight forward and easy to understand and manipulate. Participating motor carriers
reported no problems with these screens, but did offer a substantial number of specific
suggestions on enhancing and upgrading the system. Typica suggestions included building
additional drop-down menus and the creation of a feedback loop to avoid having to reenter
identical data on multiple screens during the same transaction.

One negative comment heard from all participants about the IRP and IFTA screens was
that the HEL P One-Stop system required too many connect-to-host modem dial-ups. The
HELP One-Stop system was designed to have the user dial into the Agent Server at critical
points in the transaction process (e.g., request for fees, return of fee information, and request
forinvoice). Motor carriers/service agents were required to dial into the Agent Server an
average of six times during a single transaction. An aternative used by many users was to
place a call to the Service Center to check on the status of the transaction. Motor carriers/
service agents had not way of knowing when data was ready to be downloaded without either
dialing the Agent Server (long distance telephone call) or calling the Service Center (toll free
telephonecall). This problem could be eliminated in the future if users installed a dedicated
telephone line, which would alow the system to be programmed to automatically notify the
motor carrier/service agent that data was ready to be downloaded to the Client Module.

While the IRP and IFTA function screens were highly rated, the permit screens were
found to be difficult to use, and in one case, were not sufficient for the purpose of applying for
oversize permits. Several problems were identified in the permit function screens. The main
deficiency dealt with how the data entry screens were set up to receive axle information. The
HELP One-Stop permit screens were formatted to accept only single axle information, rather
than grouped axles, as is commonly used for OS/OW permitting purposes. While the state
agency involved offered to manually calculate grouped axle spacings from the single axle
information, the motor carrier found it to be too burdensome and opted to continue to apply for
permits using their conventional method of faxing applications. One service agent did manage
to use this function, but was forced to call the state agency each time to verify information and
correct the permits. An additiona issue was identified, in which the permit screens forced the
user to input information not required by the state. This created confusion and frustration on
the part of the service agent. Overall, the OS/OW function of the HELP One-Stop system was
found to be deficient and difficult to use by all users and affected state agencies.

Participating motor carriers/service agents believe that the HELP One-Stop system has
the potential to provide their company with considerable benefits. Motor carriers rated
identified benefits on a four-point scale, where four is “to a great extent” and one is “little or

September 1997 2-5 The Western Highway Institute



Final Evaluation Report

no extent. " Participants rated the potential of the HELP One-Stop system in: reducing staff
resources in preparing and submitting credentials and permits; reducing credential and permit
application rejection rate; faster turnaround times for obtaining credentials and permits from
state agencies; and providing for more consistent processing times (see Exhibit 2-3).

EXHIBIT 2-3

Potential Benefits of the HELP One-Stop System
as Rated by Motor Carriers/Service Agents

Results Potential Benefits of the HELP One-Stop System
Average 4 3 2 1
Score Great Extent | Considerable Some Little or No
Extent Extent Extent

Reduced use of staff
resources in preparing and 31 3 3 2 0
submitting credentialy
permits
Reducedcredential/permit 2.3 2 1 2 3
rejectionrates
Faster turnaround times for
obtaining credential s/permits 3.2 4 3 2 0
from state agencies
More consistent processing
times (lessvariability inthe 3.2 4 3 0 1
lengtb of timeit takesto
receivecredential S/permits)

Values reflect the number of responsesin each category

In addition to those evaluation factors shown in the table above, survey respondents
noted further potential benefits of the HELP One-Stop system.  Among those benefits were:
having to do little or no paperwork, limiting exposure with state agencies; obtaining permanent
rather than temporary credentials; and added attraction for clients by promising instant

credentials.
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2.1.2 State Agencies

While state agencies were generally positive about the concept of the HELP One-Stop
system, they were disappointed with the implementation of the operational test system. All
participating state agencies expressed some degree of dissatisfaction with the level of
communication from the system developers and project management. In one instance, a state
agency questioned whether or not they were still included in the test because of the lack of
communication. This problem was not limited to state agencies, but was also present with
motor carriers/service agents as well. In large part, this lack of communication and the
misunderstandings it created, led to state agencies being disappointed in how the HELP One-
Stop system was operationalized and tested, but had little to do with the capability and
functionality of the system itself. This frustration may help to explain the differences between
survey and interview results.

Another area which showed variances between survey and interview results was a
discussion around potential benefits of the HELP One-Stop system. When interviewed, state
agencies were generally positive about the concept of the HELP One-Stop system.  The most
common benefit of the HELP One-Stop system identified by state agencies was the shiftii of
the burdens of data entry, accuracy and timing to the motor carriers/service agents. (Motor
carriers/service agents also saw this as a benefit, preferring to have more control over accuracy
and timing.) While this benefit was not specifically quantified by the evaluation tools, certain
aspects of it were identified and scored, including decreased application rejection rates,
decreased number of incomplete applications, and the shifting of staff time from data entry to
audit or reporting functions. In total, al state agencies agreed that the concept of the HELP
One-Stop system had the potential to increase efficiency within their departments.

In contrast, the survey results show much less positive responses. In fact, three out of
four state survey respondents felt the HELP One-Stop system provided “little or no extent” of
benefits to their agencies. The benefits rated included: reduced use of staff resources, faster
turnaround times to issue credentials; more consistent processing times; and an increased
application acceptancerate. (See exhibit 2-4) This substantial variance may in part be
explained by state agencies distinguishing between the demonstrated system and the future
deployed system, in one, but not both, evaluation formats. When contacted further about this
issue, state agencies as awhole, reiterated that they believe that a future enhanced version of
the HEL P One-Stop system could provide significant (but difficult to quantify) benefits to their
agencies.
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EXHIBIT 2-4
Benefits of the HELP One-Stop System
as Rated by State Agencies

Results Benefits of the HELP One-Stop System
4 3 2 1
Average Great Considerable Some Littleor
Score Extent Extent Extent No Extent

Reduced use of staff resourcesin
issuing credentials/ permits 17 0 | 0 2
Increase in credential/permit
acceptancerates 15 0 1 0 3
Faster turnaround times for issuing
credentials/permitsfrom state 15 0 1 0 3
agencies
More consistent processing times
(less variahility in the length of 15 0 1 0 3
timeit takesto issue credentials/
permits)

Note: Vauesreflect the number of responsesin each category. One participating state agency had no
transactions, and so did not rate the HELP One-Stop system.

The survey results show that state agencies mostly disagreed with statements regarding
the HELP One-Stop system. (See exhibit 2-5) The identified statements were scored on a four
point scale, where four is “agree strongly” and oneis “ disagree strongly.” Three out of four
state agencies responding to the survey disagreed with the following five statements: my
opinion of the HELP One-Stop system has improved as | have gained experience; the Service
Center adds significant value to the HELP One-Stop system; | prefer that motor carriers/
service agents use the HEL P One-Stop system rather than conventional methods of obtaining
permits and credentials; | would like motor carriers/service agents to be able to continue using
the HEL P One-Stop system; and | would recommend the HEL P One-Stop system to other
states. These negative responses are tempered by interview responses in which each of these
statements were strongly agreed. The discrepancy may be explained by a combination of
misinterpreting the survey questions and not having been greatly exposed to the HELP One-
Stop system, and hence were unable to fairly assess the program in the survey.
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EXHIEHT 2-5
Attitudes/Opinions Regarding the HELP One-Stop System
as Rated by State Agencies

Average 4 3 2 1
Score Agree Agree Disagree | Disagree
Strongly Somewhat | Somewhat | strongly

My opinion of HELP One-Stop
Services has improved as | have gained 20 0 1 2 |
experience with them

The Service Center adds significantly to 2.0 0 1 2 |
the value of the HELP One-Stop system

| prefer that motor carriers/service
agents use HELP One-Stop services 1.8 0 | 1 2
rather than their former method of
obtaining credentialg/permits

| would like motor carriers/service
agents to be able to continue using the 2.0 0 1 2 l
HELP One-Stop system to acquire

credentials/permits from my agency

| would recommend HELP One-Stop 2.0 0 1 2 l
services to other states
* Note: Valuesreflect the number of responsesin each category. One participating state agency had N0
transactions, and so did NOt rate the HELP One-Stop System.

State agencies were asked to compare the HELP One-Stop system to their conventional
methods of issuing credentials and permits. Only one out of four survey respondents rated the
HELP One-Stop system as better than conventional methods in the amount of time required to
issue a credential or permit and the level of convenience of credential and permit fee payment.
Two out of four state agencies rated the HELP One-Stop system as better at the level of
convenience for issuing credentials and permits.  No state agency thought the HELP One-Stop
system would increase credential or permit approval rates. (see Exhibit 2-6)
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EXHIBIT 2-6
Comparison between the HEL P One-Stop System and
Conventional Methodsfor Issuing Credentials and Per mits
AsRated by State Agencies

Results Compared to My Conventional Method of 1ssuing
Credentials/Permits, HELP One-Stop Servicesare:
Average 5 4 3 2 1
Sco?g Significantly | Somewhat No Somewhat | Significantly
Better Better Change Worse Worse
Amount of time required
to issue credentials/ 2.8 1 0 1 1 1
permits
Convenience of issuing
credential s/permits 35 1 1 1 1 0
Convenience of credential/ 30 1 0 1 > 0
permit payment '
Accuracy in calculating
credential/permit fees 25 0 0 3 0 1
Credential/permit o5 0 0 3 0 1
approval rate

* Note: Values reflect the number of responsesin each category. One participating state agency had no
transactions, and so did not rate the HEL P One-Stop System.

There were additional concerns regarding system accuracy and |RP fee calculation
variations which will need to be addressed prior to deploying a commercial product. One issue
regarding |RP fee computation variations was raised by a participating state agency. In the
state of California, the fees generated for IRP credentials by VISTA/RS did not match those
fees calculated by California’'s proprietary |RP system for the same transactions. In fact, no
IRP fees for California accounts matched during the operational test or during the simulated
datatrial test. A general explanation for thisisthat Californiais not a VISTA/RS state but
rather has developed a proprietary in-state system for processing | RP transactions. For the
operational test, Lockheed Martin IMS incorporated data from the participating California
motor carrier accountsinto the VISTA/RS database, and VISTA/RS calculated all the IRP fees
for IRP transactions initiated by the HEL P One-Stop system. Slight variations in how
particular IRP fees were calculated using the two different systems were discovered during
testing, and special arrangements were made in order to move the operational test along. (See
Section 1.6 for more detail on the specialarrangements, and Section 4.7 for details on IRP fee
variations)
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Again, when interviewed, state agencies seemed to be fairly positive about both the
results of the operationa test and the potential of the HELP One-Stop system. The survey
results do not mirror that sentiment, but as discussed repeatedly, this may be in part, a matter
of interpretation and lack of exposure to the actual HELP One-Stop system. In many cases,
state agency responses were based on the concept of one-stop services rather than the actual
system demonstrated during the operational test. Further discussions with severa of the state
agencies elicited only positive feedback regarding the HEL P One-Stop system, particularly
identifying potential benefits to state agencies. In part, the negative comments may be due to
the lack of communication regarding the conduct of the operational test which led to confusion
and frustration, but which would not be present under a deployed system.

2.2 USER VIEWSon ONE-STOP SERVICES and ITSin GENERAL

This section briefly describes the attitudes and opinions held by motor carriers/service
agents and state agencies regarding one-stop services and other ITS programs in general.

2.2.1 Motor Carrierg/Service Agents

Participating motor carriers/service agents and state agencies were generally positive
about one-stop services and general ITSfunctions.  Motor carriers/service agents like the
concept of one-stop services. They recognize the potential time and cost savings of a product
which supports electronic credentialling, and foresee a time in which all credentialling and
permitting functions are carried out electronically and become tied to other functions, such as
port clearance, safety inspections, state audits, and so forth. Again, as was documented in
earlier sections, service agents tend to have higher expectations of one-stop systems because
many of them currently maintain proprietary software systems which are both fairly efficient
and cost-effective.  Service agents will need to see a higher level of benefits than will motor
carriers before changing their current business practices. Since service agents typicaly have
in-house systems designed to create both time- and cost-efficiencies, any future one-stop
system would need to not only provide larger benefits, but enough of a cost-savings to justify
replacing expensive and proven computer systems. Motor carriers typically do not have this
type of computer system, and would therefore not need the same high level of benefitsto see a
positive change over current business practices. This, however, isindicative of the type of
service industry business methods rather than one-stop services. All participants believe that
one-stop systems are a good idea, and would like to see the concept further developed and
implemented.
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2.2.2 State Agencies

State agencies a so recognize the potential of electronic credentialing and are, in
generd, looking toward a larger version which incorporates the current and future CVISN
(Commercia Vehicle Information Systems and Networks) projects. Motor carriers/service
agents were aware of these efforts, although in lesser detail, but did not seem to link the
effkiencies of one-stop systems to the success of CVISN efforts like the state agencies tended
to do. The state agencies which participated in the HELP One-Stop Operational Test were
excited about the future of one-stop services. Interviews revealed that state agencies recognize
the potential of one-stop services, and many state agencies are currently positioning themselves
for the inclusion of one-stop services, CVISN, and other ITS programs. Stateagencies
acknowledge the need to change current business practices to accommodate both the increased
demand for services and the changing technology.
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3. QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS
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3. QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS

This chapter presents the quantitative results from the HEL P One-Stop Operational Test.
Baselineinterviews were conducted with 11 motor carriers/service agents representing 12 motor
carrier accounts — four from each participating state — and five state agencies. ADOT,
CABOE, CADMV, Caltrans, and NMTRD. Secondary interviews and surveys were conducted
with ten motor carriers/service agents representing 12 motor carrier accounts and five state
agencies. Due, in part, to the change in the timing of the operational test, one motor carrier
dropped out of the test and had to be replaced, while two others were unable to use the system
because they wouldn’t need credential s during the test period. For the new participants, baseline
interviews and surveys were conducted at the training session prior to the system being installed.
Datawas also collected through system records sel ection during the HEL P One-Stop Operational
Test.

The sections bel ow present motor carriers/service agents cycletime datafor the functions
available through the HEL P One-Stop system. Baseline interviews were held in August and
September 1996 at the participants' respective businesslocations. The majority of the system
data was collected from March through May 1997. The following sections describe information
gained from those interviews and the system records on the activities, times, and costs associated
with the following processes: |RP supplemental applications, IRP annual renewals, IFTA annual
renewals, IFTA supplemental applications (additional decal requests), and OSOW permits.
Additionally, information on motor carriers/service agents costs and state agency transaction
cycletimes and costs are provided.

A primary issue which was addressed in the evaluation was how use of the HEL P One-
Stop system impacted these transaction cycletimesand costs. As a start in assessing this,
process steps that motor carriers/service agents followed while using the system to conduct |RP
renewal s were identified through interviews with the system’ s devel opers. These steps, depicted
in Exhibit 3-5, include some that were accomplished quickly through clicking an on-screen
button (e.g., connect to host function), and others that required a significant amount of el apsed
time (e.g., electronic funds transmittals). During interviews with motor carriers/service agents,
the accuracy of these steps was verified and the times associated with their conduct was
determined so that they could be compared with conventional processes. (Note: since state
agenciesdid not interface directly with the HEL P One-Stop system, similar process step
documentation was not prepared for them. State agency participants were asked to describe any
type of interaction they had with the HEL P One-Stop Service Center, however, and to compare
thiswith the type of interaction they normally have with motor carriers/service agents during IRP
renewal and on supplements.)

The evaluation also addressed other benefits that may be derived from implementation of
the HEL P One-Stop system. These benefitsincluded increased accuracy in tracking the status of
submitted applications and reduced time variability in credential or invoice issuance (for motor
carriers/service agents) and increased accuracy in the completion of applicationsleadingto a
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reduced rejection rate (for state agencies). Information supplied during baseline interviews
indicates that these may be among the greatest benefits to be realized. For example, some motor
carriers/service agentsreported that they frequently have to obtain more than one set of
temporary credentials because permanent credentialstake so long to arrive, and some state
agencies report a renewal application rejection rate of 50 percent.

3.1 CONVENTIONAL IRP SUPPLEMENTS

Datawas collected on conventional methods of obtaining |RP supplementsfrom the
baseline survey and was divided into activity time and elapsed time categories to develop total
cycle times for each, where:

Activity time was the time that it took to conduct an activity once work began.
The activity time categories considered as a part of the |RP supplement cycle were
asfollows: (Details provided are mostly applicable to conventional, rather than
HEL P One-Stop processes. Details on HEL P One-Stop processes are discussed
later in this Chapter):

Timeto complete and submit the form (including travel to and from astate
agency office, if applicable)

Timeto arrange and deliver payment (including cutting and mailing of
checks, going to the bank to obtain certified funds/cashiers checks, and
going to a state agency office to pick up an invoice or deliver a check, if
applicable)

Timeto pick-up or issue acredentia (including travel to and from astate
agency office, if applicable).

Elapsed time was the time between one specific occurrence and another. The
elapsed time categories considered as a part of the |RP supplement cycle were as
follows:

Time between form submittal and invoice availability (thisincluded the
elapsed time between when fees were requested and when they were
available from the HELP One-Stop system)

Time between when payment was made and when permanent credentials
were received (this included the elapsed time between form submittal and
invoice availability for the conventiona process).
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Exhibit 3-1 portrays the conventional process steps followed by motor carriers/service
agents and state agencies for IRP supplements. This process is very consistent among the
participants. The most common variations are the same as for IRP renewals, and are noted in the
bullets to the right of the applicable process step boxes: method of delivery and pick-up, timing
of payment, method of payment, point of submittal, and timing of credential issuance. Interviews
also indicated that the IRP supplemental process steps potentially impacted by the HELP One-
Stop system are similar to those potentially impacted in the IRP renewal transactions.

IRP Supplements
Conventional Motor Carrier and State Agency Process Steps
D D ¥
Motor carrier reviews & ® The molor carrier may 5o to
Motor camer completes @ Motor carrier may verifies the invoice, issues “mgh bank Lolr egk money order or
application as needed (e.g., calculate fees & issue a a check, & mails the check hers ¢
vehicle adds/deletes, weights, check to be tuned in 1o the state agency ® The invoice may be hand
mileage) with the application delivered
D>y I
@ Application may be hand ! | @ The chack may be batched for
Motor carrier copies & ::lplmuo be tumed : State agency verifies the ' g'ank o & forthe
; . nm ; ies th 1
mails application to state s 3 freld office whch will | check against the imvaice & | ¢ Stateagency may prepare a
agency issue a receipt & temporary ' the payment ' receipt & send it with aform
credentials H ' letter to the motor carrier
' '
Y B ©
State agency reviews ! @ Review covers information .
| retumed application, mputs | such as units, weights, Motor carrier calls the state
) adjustments to accourt, ! mileage, taxesfees paid, & agenqoftoﬁgeelennme the
| calculatesfoes, &issuesan | signatures Status of the renewal
1 invoice , ® State agency may issue & spplication
: f file credentials at this time
__________ t
DY , <N N
1 ' !
' For some defects, such as !
State agency may callffax | @ TOf some. g
! cy m 1 @ State agency may
| motor camier with ! applications 2re retumed i State agency issues credentials from ﬂ'lep‘;inle i th
: ?,;Dp:,,, tion or for missing : by mail : were issued earlier (in step 3]
] ation
: ! '
SN | ST ,
Motor carrier will respond i
loca d ' State agency mails the @ Motor carrier/service agent
application from the state ' ntials to the motor may be called to pick-up
agency : ;?,;'2‘;, tothe m credentials
1
1
Sl , ™y
: [l
1 .
1 ® Motor carrier/service Motor carrier counts cab
' _Sta;ggl:nt:ymgitlgme o : a_g;m may be called to cards, a‘lﬁsxes s'lxggrs.
t v 8 motor carmel i i distribute: copie
" ) Pchupivoie vehicles, & files originals
' 1
L, 1
Motor carrier activities
:- _—--: State agency activibes
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Exhibits 3-2 through 3-4 summarize the elapsed andactivity times and costs associated
with IRP supplements. For motor carriers/service agents, this datashows that the average
elapsed time between when a motor carriers/serviceagents submits a supplemental application
and when the invoice for feesis received is five weeks, and the averageslapsed time between
when the application is submitted and the actual credentials are received is nine weeks.
Additionally,the average activity time that motor carriers/ service agents spend in reviewing and
completing a supplemental application is 19 minutes, and the time associated with delivering the
application and generating payment for it are both well over an hour. The entire IRP supplement
process takes the average motor carriers/service agents 3 1/2 hours to complete each transaction, at
an average overhead cost per hour of $34 which trandates into a cost of $119 per IRP
supplement.

For state agencies, this data shows that in terms of elapsed time state agencies mail out an
invoice to motor carriers/service agents within three to five days after a supplemental application
Isreceived. The process steps which account for most of the state agencies’ activity time are
application review, on which they spend from 15 to 23 minutes per application, and credential
issuance, on which they spend from 15 to 30 minutes per application.

EXHIBIT 3-2
|RP Supplements
Elapsed Times Associated With Conventional Motor Carrier Process Steps

Process Steps
IRP Supplements Receipt of Invoice Receipt of Credentials
Average Time Period From When 5 weeks 9 weeks
Application was Submitted
Minimum Time Period from When 4 weeks 4 weeks
Application was Submitted
Maximum Time Period From When 5 weeks 12 weeks
Application was Submitted

EXHIBIT 3-3
|RP Supplements
Activity Times Associated With Conventional Motor Carrier Process Steps

ISITJI;pIements i?gl?é\;%):qplete zggxﬁration Generate Payment | Total Time | Cost/Hour Total Cost
Average 19 min 111 min 80 min 210 min $33.93 $119
Minimum 5min 5min 4 min 14 min $10 $2
Maximum 60 min 360 min 360 min 780 min $50 $650
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EXHIBIT 3-4
|RP Supplements
Elapsed and Activity Times Associated With Conventional State Agency Process Steps

Review Appl., Adjust Acct., Mail Invoice Verify and Issue Mail
Calculate Fees, Issue Invoice Process | Credentials | Credentials
Payment
Activity Time Elapsed Time | Activity Time| Activity Activity Activity
(minutes) (days) (minutes) Time Time Time
(minutes) | (minutes) (minutes)
Minimum 15 3 1 1 15 2
Maximum 23 4 4 13 30 5

32 HELPONE-STOPIRP SUPPLEMENTS

The IRP supplement application function of the HEL P One-Stop system was the most
heavily used during the operational period. All motor carriers/service agents, with the exception
of one, used this function at least once for atotal of 21 transactions. Data used to calculate IRP
supplement cycle times was derived from three sources. the HEL P One-Stop system itself, logs
kept by motor carriers/service agents, and both baseline and operational test interviews of motor
carriers/service agents. Exhibit 3-5 depicts the process steps that motor carriers/service agents
will follow in using the HEL P One-Stop system to conduct |RP supplement activity.

The HELP One-Stop system automatically captured date/time data at a number of points
during each IRP supplement transaction. The points used in the evaluation were as follows:

1) When motor carriers/service agents connected to host (agent server) to request fees

2) When the host made fees available for the motor carriers/service agents

3) When motor carriers/service agents connected to the host to accept fees

4) When the host made an invoice available for the motor carriers/service agents

5) When the host was notified that payment (from Wells Fargo) had been received

6) When the host was notified that credentials had been issued.

To assist the evaluators in calculating process times not automatically captured by the
HEL P One-Stop system, participating motor carriers/service agents were also asked to keep alog
during their first four transactions to indicate the amount of time spent on data entry and the date
and time that they contacted their bank to arrange for payment. Additionally, motor carriers/
service agents were interviewed both before the operational period began and again during the
middle of the operational period to confirm the cycle times they experienced in conducting IRP
supplement transactions using conventional means and their perception of the cycle times they
experienced in using the HEL P One-Stop system to do the same.
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EXHIBIT 3-5
IRP Supplements
Generic Process for Motor Carriers Using the HELP One-Stop system
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
. Motor carrier updates .
Motor carrier logs fleet mileage, weight Motor carrier selects Motor carrier selects
on to HELP system group, or vehicle |-t generate IRPfees | o, connect to host
and enters TP menu, [ > data under under TP menuy, option off tool bar
IRP submenu maintenance IRP submenu
submenu
. Step8 | . Step 7 Step 6 Step 5
Rejects | Motor carrier decides Motor carrier re- L
whether to accept connects to host and Motor carrier dis- | - | Agent server transfers
or reject fees, lag—| is notified toview |« connectsfromhost Lg | IRP supplemental
Accepts | reconnects to host to fees; motor carrier (stays in HELP data to
take action, and then disconnects and system if desired) VISTA/RS system
disconnects from host views fees
Step 9 Step 10 Step 11 Step 12
Motor carrier connects . .
: : Motor carrier calls
Agent server to host and is notified bank and provides Motg;::;n Eel;'?‘ g?nk
l———® generatesinvoice [~ toview :g_vonce. motor opttestaccount#, [~ ™|  HELP through
record carrier disconnects, subinvoice #, and Wells Fargo
selects financial menu, amount to transfer
& views/prints invoice
Step 16 Step 15 Step 14 Step 13
. Motor carrier Motor carrier connects Service Center
Motor carrier transfers vehicl to system and electronically connect
credentials vehicles tesg— "'? eas_ VENICIE g confirms that payment jet—|  to Wells Fargo to
out of inventory igfg:naa?i OI:"t‘ée"t‘”gt has been received verify presence of
stock p age and credentials are payments; enters dat
authorized onto agent server
Note: IRP - International Registration Plan
TP - Transportation Program
EFT - Electronic funds transfer
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Motor carriers/service agents cycle time results for the activity time associated with IRP
supplements are displayed in Exhibit 3-6. The average activity time that motor carriers/service
agents spend to obtain an | RP supplement (e.g., submit application, pay for and receive the
credential) following their conventional processis 1 hour and 39 minutes, with an average time
of 1 hour and 20 minutes to complete and submit an IRP supplement application (in large part
dueto travel time), and 19 minutesto pay (and arrange for payment of ) the corresponding fees.
Thetime to complete and submit the form also includes any applicable timeto pick-up
credential's, because most participants go to state agency officesto submit their applications and
wait while a temporary credential is prepared for them. (Permanent credentialsarrivein the mail
weeks | ater, as discussed below.) Comparatively, the average activity time that motor
carriers/service agents took to obtain an IRP supplement using the HEL P One-Stop system was
33 minutes — over an hour shorter than the conventional process (see Exhibit 3-7). Most of this
time was spent in arranging for payment, which took longer than the process used outside of the
operational test (seethe breakdown of activity time categories provided in Exhibit 3-8). Average
cycletimes by state have been calculated, but due to the small number of participantsinvolved
this data should be viewed with caution. (Note: the activity time savings through the HEL P One-
Stop system may actually decrease with lack of continued use. If the system is only used
occasionaly, the need to re-learn functions may increase the activity time at each use.)

EXHIBIT 3-6
Activity Times For Motor Carriers/Service Agents
To Obtain an IRP Supplement

Arizona | California | New Mexico
Process Steps Avg. Avg. Avg. Average* Min Max
(hrs:min) | (hrs:min) (hrs:min) (hrs:min) | (hrs:min) | (hrs:min)
Complete Conventional 2:02 1:20 0:47 1:20 0:35 2:30
& Submit
Form HELP One-Stop 0:08 0:06 0:03 0:05 0:02 0:15
Difference -1:54 -1:14 -0:44 -1:15
Make Conventional 0:10 0:10 0:30 0:19 0:05 0:45
Payment
HELP One-Stop 0:09 0:36 0:06 0:27 0:02 0:49
Difference -0.01 +0:26 -0:24 +0:08
Pick-up/ Conventional**
Issue
HELP One-Stop 0:01 0:02 0:01 || 0:02 0:01 0:06
Total Conventional 1:17 1:30 1:17 1:39 1:00 2:35
HELP One-Stop 0:11 0:45 0:10 0:33 0:07 0:54
Difference -1:06 -0:45 -1:07 -1:06

* Average is across all motor carriers/service agents rather than by State.
**Pick-up/issue activity time is included in the complete and submit form activity time.
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EXHIBIT 3-7
Comparison of Conventional and HEL P One-Stop Activity Times
For Motor Carriers/Service Agentsto Obtain an IRP Supplement

Conventiona
99 Minutes
HELP One-Stop
33 Minutes
0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Minutes
EXHIBIT 3-8

Breakdown of Activity Time Process Steps
For Motor Carriers/Service Agentsto Obtain an IRP Supplement

Conventional Method HELP One-Stop System
(99 M nut es) (33M nut es)

Make Paynment (19 nnn)

Conpl et e/ Submi t
Form (5 mn)

ake Payment
Complete/Submit (26 nmn)

Form (80 min)
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Exhibit 3-9 presents elapsed times associated with IRP supplements. The average
elapsed time that motor carriers/service agents experiencein obtaining an IRP supplement
following their conventiona process is seven weeks. Usually thereis over athree week delay
between when they submit their application and when their invoiceis available, and on top of
that there is another four week delay between when they make payment and when they receive
their permanent credentials. Using conventional methods of submitting, paying for and receiving
| RP supplements, motor carriers/service agentsrely on the U.S. Postal Service. Overnight
delivery isnot typical, and the time associated with first class mail varies with the time of year
and volume and is therefore less reliable and takes longer than electronic means.

Comparatively, as shown in Exhibit 3-10, the average el apsed time that motor
carriers/service agents experienced in obtaining an |RP supplement using the HEL P One-Stop
system was just over aday. (Note: the elapsed time during the operational test may have been
significantly longer if motor carriers/service agents did not contact the Service Center to check
on the status of their transactions.) Again, most of this time was spent waiting for the HELP
One-Stop system to register receipt of payment from Wells Fargo. It should be kept in mind,
however, that some of the time between when payment was made and when permanent
credentials were received in HEL P One-Stop system transactions was client-dependent - both in
terms of the time of day when they initiated or approved payment and when they choseto go
back into the system to obtain authority to print credentials (in the case of Arizonaand California
participants). Itisat least possible for IRP credentialsto be issued the same day that payment is
made on the HELP One-Stop system.
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WHL=
EXHIBIT 3-9
Elapsed Times For Motor Carriers/Service Agents
To Obtain a Permanent IRP Supplement
Arizona | California | New Mexico
Process Steps Avg. Avg. Avg. Average* | Minimum | Maximum
Between Conventional NA NA 3 wKks, 3 wks, 2 wks, 4 wks,
Fonn (wks, days) 2 days 2days | 3 %days 0 days
Submittal &
Invoice HEL P_ One-Stop 121 0:38 0:35 0:39 0:13 1:21
Availability | (hrsmin)
Between Conventional* * 6wks 6wks 5Wks Twks 4wks 12 wks
Payment Wk
Made &
Permanent | L) p One-Stop 2 days, Odays, | | day, 443 1 day, 0 days, 2 days,
Credentidl | (gays, hrsmin) 14:14 8:48 0:58 0:52 14:14
Received
Totd Conventiona 6wks 6wks 5wks 7 wks 4 wks 12 wks
(wks)
HELP One-stop 2 days, 0 days, | day, 5:18 1 day, 0 days, 2 days,
(days, hrs:min) 15:35 9:26 1:39 0:32 15:35

1VA — not avallable
‘Average is across all motor carriers/service agents rather than by state.

**Elapsed time between form submittal and invoice availability is included in elapsed time between when payment is

made and permanent credential isreceived.

EXHIBIT 3-10
Comparison of Conventional and HELP One-Stop Elapsed Times
For Motor Carriers/Service Agentsto Obtain a Permanent |RP Supplement

Convention?}
49 Days
4 HELP One-Stop
1 Day
1 hour, 39 minutes
0 0 20 30 20 50 " 60

Days
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3.3 IRP SUPPLEMENT CONCLUSION

Motor carriers/service agents can achieve improvementsin the amount of activity time it
takes to obtain an |RP supplement using the HEL P One-Stop system (over one hour per
transaction). The greatest benefit to be derived from using the HELP One-Stop system isthe
significantly shorter period it takes for permanent credentialsto arrive (almost seven weeks of
elapsed time) and the greater degree of certainty that those credentials will indeed arrive and be
in proper order. Motor carriers/service agentsfelt that by having control over dataentry, and by
eliminating double data entry, the accuracy will increase. Also, electronic transfer of the
application is seen asavast improvement over the mail or hand-delivery method currently used.
Itisimportant to note that motor carriers/service agents who are comfortable with their current
process of using temporary credentialswhile waiting for permanent credentialsto arrive may not
feel that the activity and elapsed time savings achieved using the HEL P One-Stop system are
important to their business practices. However, those motor carriers/service agentsin states that
do not issue temporary credentials would redlize a greater time savings.

3.4 CONVENTIONAL IRPRENEWALS

Exhibit 3-1 1 portraysthe conventional process steps followed by motor carriers/service
agents and state agencies during IRP renewal. Overal, the steps followed are fairly consistent
among the participants. The most common variations are indicated in the bullets to the right of
applicable process step boxes. These variationsinclude: method of delivery and pick-up (by
mail or in-person), timing of payment (as a part of application submittal or after invoicing),
method of payment (by company check, cashiers check, or money order), point of submittal (to
the agency headquartersor afield office), and timing of credential issuance (following
preparation of an invoice or only after payment has been received). Minor variations in process
steps, however, can have a significant impact on thetotal time required to accomplish IRP
renewal. For example, if motor carriers/service agents choose to pay renewal feesby cutting a
company check and mailing it to the state agency, this activity may only take five minutes. But if
motor carriers/service agents choose to go to the bank for a cashiers check and hand deliver the
check to the state agency, paying renewal fees may take half a day.
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EXHIBIT 3-11
IRP Renewal
Conventional Motor Carrier and State Agency Process Steps

<> < Y | -
1 1 ] - --—l
' ! ; v
1 ]
! State agency prints account 1 1 : @ Motor carrier/service agent
P 5 1 State agency mails the Il -
| iformaton rom computer | | oo o e motorcamier | s oo PP
1 ]
I 1 ! |
b oo : b e e :
DN >y
: 0 ® Motogewg;leé‘l’sgviﬁageg ® The motor carrier may go to
| State agency assembles & may pick-up the Motor carrier reviews & go
! mails rgneeﬁa! package to ' package verifies the invoice, issues a the bank for a money order
' motor carrier 1 @ IRP & IFTA renewals may be check, & mails the check to or cashiers check
! ' combined in the package the state agency @ The invoice may be hand
1 ! defivered
e e '
€D -___-_*_ ________
@ Motor carrier may run an ! ]
Motor carrier reviews renewal equipment list from 1 : ® The check may be batched
information, makes cormrections computer to 1 State agency verifies the } for mircofilming & coded for
(eg., héehxd'gaadd)sfgefete%‘etes application 1 check against the invoice & ! ﬁ‘s;tba"k
Welg mileage), & com| @ Motor carrier calculate rocesses the payment I e € agency may prepare a
needed &lssuea"g}yedcmbe i P | receipt & send it with a form
tumed in with the application ) : letter to the motor carrier
* L—_--—--V ________ 1
Motor carrier copies & mails @ Application may be hand Motor carrier calls the state
renewal application o state dblvered agency to determine the
agency ® Application may be tumed in to status of the renewal
a ﬁelgt o&fﬁgn which will issue a application
recei porary
credentials
N A @ Vo
: ' e Rewauwv.etsinfo%hon : 1
State agency reviews suchas units, weights, . '
! retumed apaication. nputs ! mileage, taxesffees paid, & ! State agency issues : . Stateagen%mmemeﬂ
' ad ustments tothe account, ,  Signatures 1 credentials 1 they were issued earlier (in
: culatasfees &issuesan 1 @ State agency may issue & ! 1 step 5)
. 1 le credentials at this time : 1
'_ ....... i _________ i I i ________ '
! ey = P
' ]
! motor camier with questions ¢« ® For some defects, suchas ! State agency mails the ' @ Motor carrier/service agent
! on the application or for 1 missing signatures, ! credentials o the motor 1 bewlledto ick-u
' m:ssmgppm ' 'a'%dglmuonsarereumedby i camier ' creventio pictup
: : ; :
e ceem——— ) e mprme e ———— )
<> M | Y
Motor camier will respond to g‘:dstmaffu rmeb
s es s
calisifaxes/returned distributes copies to
:gplmhon from the state vehicles, & files originals

KEY: I: Motor carrier activities
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The IRP renewal process steps followed by motor carriers may also differ if they choose
to accomplish their responsibilities through the use of a service agent. Key differencesin using a
service agent include the following:

Service agents may call or send aletter to their client to obtain changes that need to be
made on the renewal application even before the application has been received, or the
service agent may compare the renewal application information to a computer-
generated or hard copy file of the client’s equipment and operating records.

Service agents may calculate renewal fees and send their own invoice to the client to
obtain payment.

Service agents will typically cash the client’s check for renewal fees and have their
own check issued to be returned with the application (or service agents may have their
client establish an account against which renewal and other credential and permit fees
can be drawn).

Service agents are more likely to perform in-person deliveries and pick-ups using
"runners" which can handle transactions for more than one client at a time.

Service agents typically bill their clients for performing a specific credentialling or
permitting process as a whole rather than charging them on an hourly basis.

Service agents often will combine similar activities — such as verifying account
information for IRP and IFTA renewals at the same time -to achieve internal
efficiencies.

Not all of the process steps undertaken by motor carriers or state agencies during IRP
renewal were impacted by the implementation of the HEL P One-Stop system. For example, even
if an electronic system is used for application submittal, fee payment, and credential issuance,
motor carriers will still have to make decisions on which states they would like to operate in and
what equipment they would like to add or delete, and state agencies may still generate arenewal
package and mail it out to motor carriers. Baseline interviews indicate that the stepsin the IRP
renewal process perceived to have the greatest potential for being impacted by the HELP One-
Stop system are as follows:

For motor carriers — Application review and completion, delivery of application,
receipt of invoice, generation and delivery of payment, and receipt of credentials.

For state agencies — Application review (including account adjustment, calculation
of fees, and issuance of invoice), invoice mailing, payment verification and
processing, issuance of credentials, and credentia mailing.
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Motor carriers/service agents and state agencies also provided their perception of the
amount of time associated with conducting various process steps. They were asked to
differentiate between two different types of time estimates:

. Elapsed time — Respondents tended to express this time in terms of calendar dates.

. Activity time — Respondents tended to express thistime in terms of minutes or
hours.

Exhibits 3- 12 and 3- 13 summarize the elapsed and activity times and costs associated
with IRP renewal. For motor carriers/service agents, this data shows that the average elapsed
time between when motor carriers/service agents deliver the renewal application to a state agency
and when they ultimately receive their credential s is three months, broken down as follows: one
month between delivery of application and receipt of the invoice, one month between receipt of
the invoice and when the motor carriers/service agents actually pays the invoice, and one month
between when the invoice is paid and when credentials are received. The average activity time
that motor carriers/service agents spend in accomplishing this activity isjust over six hours —
and at an average overhead cost per hour of $34, that trandates into a cost of $211. Note,
however, that there is wide variability in these times and costs. For example, one motor carrier
only took 50 minutes to review and complete the |RP renewal application while another took 16
hours (most likely due to abig differencein fleet size), and one motor carrier’s overhead cost
was $10 per hour, while another’s was $50.

EXHIBIT 3-12
IRP Renewal
Elapsed Times Associated With Conventional Motor Carrier Process Steps

Process Steps

Receipt of Delivery of | Receipt of | Generation and Receipt of | Total Elapsed
Application | Application | Invoice Delivery of Payment | Credentials [Time (Between
Delivery of Appl &
Receipt of Credentials

Average Date September October November | December January 12 weeks
Step Undertaken | 1st week 3rd week 3rd week 2nd week 2nd week
Earliest Date August September October November December 14 weeks
Step Undertaken | 1st week 3rd week 2nd week 4th week 4th week
Latest Date Step | September December December | December February 10 weeks
Undertaken 4th week 1st week 4th week 4th week 2nd week
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EXHIBIT 3-13
IRP Renewal
Activity Times Associated With Conventional Motor Carrier Process Steps

E}?'&’:’f&zrgﬁle gmg Ation S:yng;f (Féreggeﬁigs Total Time Cost/Hour Total Cost
Average 280 min 25min 67 min 0 372min $33.93 $211
Minimum 50 min 4 min 10min 0 64 min $10 $11
Maximum 960 min 125 min 192 min 120 1397 min $50 $1,164

For state agencies, (Exhibit 3-14) this data showsthat in terms of elapsed time state
agencies mail out IRP renewal applications between the end of July and the middle of September,
and have invoices back to responding motor carriers by mid-December. The process steps
accounting for most of state agencies' activity time are application review, on which they spend
from 15 to 22 minutes per application, and credential issuance, on which they spend from 10 to
30 minutes per application. Invoice mailing, payment verification and processing, and credential
mailing take significantly less time.

EXHIBIT 3-14
|RP Renewal
Elapsed and Activity Times Associated With Conventional State Agency Process Steps

Mail Review Appl., Adjust Mail Invoice Verify and Issue Mail
Renewal | Acct., Calculate Fees, Process Credentials | Credentias
Application | Issue Invoice Payment
R Activity Activity Activity Activity
Tme |t | Tme | Tme | Tme | Tme | Time
(minutes) (minutes) (minutes) (minutes)
Minimum July 15 December 5 ND 10 5
4" week 2" week
Maximum | September 22 December 5 ND 30 5
2" week 3% week

*ND — not disclosable due to insufficient number of responses
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35 HELP ONE-STOP SYSTEM IRP RENEWALS

Conventionally, the IRP renewal process takes motor carriers/service agents on average,
nearly six hours of activity time to accomplish, according to data collected during baseline
evaluation interviews. The mgjority of thistime — over 60% — is spent on completing and
submitting the renewal application. The time savings seen in data entry for IRP supplements
would also carry over into IRP renewals. It appears likely that use of the HEL P One-Stop
system for IRP renewa would result in very significant activity time savings for motor
carriers/service agents because:

The HELP One-Stop system has a database that stores the client’ s records and can
quickly build the renewal data for the next registration year. No paperwork is
required. All of the client’s records can be displayed and manipulated as needed
by the motor carrier/service agent.

Data gathered on IRP supplemental transactions during the operational test shows
that it takes less time to complete and submit applications using the HELP One-
Stop system than to do so manually.

Additionally, the time required for motor carriers/service agents to pay for an IRP renewal
using the HEL P One-Stop system (assuming it takes the system the same amount of time to
process |RP renewa payments as to process | RP supplemental payments) should be at least some
improvement over the time it takes to do this using conventional means.

3.6 IRP RENEWAL CONCLUSION

Some limited datais available on HEL P One-Stop system IRP renewal cycle times
because Lockheed Martin IMS used parts of the system to process applications for two New
Mexico motor carriers. These two transactions showed that, on average, it took the system 40
minutes to make fees available after they were requested and five minutes to make the invoice
available after fees were accepted. Comparatively, evaluation baseline data reveals that the
average elapsed time between when motor carriers/service agents submit an IRP application and
when the invoice is available is four weeks. Evaluation baseline data also shows that the average
elapsed time between when a motor carriers/service agents submits renewal payments and when
permanent credentials are received is five weeks, while credentials should be received by motor
carriers/service agents using the HEL P One-Stop system within two to three days of payment (it
is possible that credentials could be received the very next day, but this hinges on motor
carriers/service agents-dependent activities such as the time of day that the transaction is
initiated).
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3.7 CONVENTIONAL, IFTA RENEWALS

Exhibit 3-15 portrays the conventional process steps followed by motor carriers/service
agents and state agencies during IFTA renewal. This processis also very consistent among the
participants. The most common variations, noted in the bullets to the right of the applicable
process step boxes, are in method of delivery and pick-up and whether a payment must be made
(e.g., ADOT does not charge feesfor IFTA renewal). Baseline interviews indicate that the points
inthe IFTA renewal process with the greatest potential for being impacted by the HELP One-
Stop system are as follows:

. For motor carriers — Application review and completion, generation and delivery
of payment (if applicable), delivery of application, and receipt of credentias.

. For state agencies — Application review and credential mailing.
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EXHIBIT 3-15
IFTA Renewal

Conventional Motor Carrier and State Agency Process Steps

State agency prints account
information from computer
system

State agency assembles &

motor carrier

1
1
1
mails renewal package to :
:
]
]

Motor carrier reviews renewal
information, completes the
application (e.g., number of
decals requested), calculates
fees, & issues a check

<N |

Motor carrier copies & mails
renewal application & check
to state agency

Motor carmrier/service agent
may be called to pick-up the
package

IFTA & IRP renewals may .
be combined in the package

The motor camier may go
to the bank for a money
order or cashiers check
in some states there are
no fees associated with
IFTA renewal

Application may be hand
delivered

D

Y

Motor carrier will respond to
calls/faxesfreturned
application from the state
agency

Y

Motor carrier calls the state
agency to determine the
status of the renewal
application

]
]
State agency issues '
credentials ¥
"
1
1

1
1
State agency mails the '
credentials to the motor 1
carmier 1

|

]

@ Motor camrier/service agent
may be called to pick-up
credentials

1
t i
1 State agency reviews ! The check may be batched Motor carrier reviews
! returned application, veriies ;  for mircofilming & coded for license & decals, files
| check matches number of ' the bank originals, & distributes
t decals requested, & inputs ' In some states there are no copies to vehicles
I adjustments to account H fees associated with IFTA
' ;  renewal
- - .i - - J
[>T N ,
1
| State agency may callffax ! @ Forsome defttaucts. such as
' motor carrier with questions missing signatures,
-—I- on the application or for : applications are returned by

1 missing information : mail
: : [
: i

KEY: I:j Motor cartier activities
------ u State agency activities
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Exhibits 3- 16 through 3-18 summarize the elapsed and activity times and costs associated

with IFTA renewal. For motor carriers/service agents, this data shows that the averageel apsed
time between when motor carriers/service agents deliver the renewal application to a state agency
and when they ultimately receive their credentials is two months (one third faster than for the IRP
renewal process). The average activity timethat motor carriers/service agents spend in
accomplishing thisis just over an hour (one-sixth the time required for the IRP renewal process).
At an average overhead cost per hour of $34, this trandates into a cost of $36.

For state agencies, this data shows that in terms of elapsed time stateagencies mail out

renewal applications between mid-August and mid-October. In terms of actualactivity time,

state agencies spend very little time in reviewing returned applications, adjusting account
information, verifying payment, and issuing credentials (from two to five minutes per
application) or in mailing credentials (in some cases thisis just a matter of seconds per

application).

EXHIBIT 3-16
|FTA Renewal

Elapsed Times Associated With Conventional Motor Carrier Process Steps

Process Steps
Receipt of Delivery of Receipt of gcﬁal El ?ase? gi;ne(_Bf“’;’ee”
Application Application Credentials C?eltj\;rt)i/alos) PPl & Recapto
Average Date Step August October December 8 weeks
Undertaken 2" week 1% week 1% week
Earliest Date Step August August November
Undertaken 1% week 2" week 2" week 12 weeks
Latest Date Step November December January
Undertaken 1% week 2" week 2" weck 4 weeks
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EXHIBIT 3-17
|FTA Renewal

Activity Times Associated With Conventional Motor Carrier Process Steps

Review/Complete | Generate Deliver Total Time | Cos/Hour | Total Cost
Application Payment Application
Average 23 min 19 min 21 min 63 min $33.93 $36
Minimum 2min 5min 4 min 11 min $10 $2
Maximum 120 min 45min 120 min 285 min $50 $238
EXHIBIT 3-18
|FTA Renewal

Elapsed and Activity Times Associated With Conventional State Agency Process Steps

Mail of Renewal

Review Application, Adjust Account,

Mail Credentials

Application Verify Payment & Issue Credentials
Elapsed Time Activity Time (minutes) Activity Time (minutes)
- August
Minimum b 2 12
. October
Maximum ond \eek 5 5

3.8 HELPONE-STOP SYSTEM IFTA RENEWALS

According to evaluation baseline data, the IFTA renewal process takesmotor
carriers/service agents an average of one hour to accomplish conventionally (see Exhibit 3-19).
Half of the time associated with this process is accounted for by form completion and submittal
activity. Because results for the operational test show that it takes less time to complete and
submit applications using the HEL P One-Stop system than to do so manually, it appears likely
that motor carriers/service agents would achieve some activity time and cost savings through use
of the system. (The time required for the payment portion of the IFTA renewal process may not
be faster if the HEL P One-Stop system is used.)
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EXHIBIT 3-19
Conventional Activity Times For Motor Carriers/Service Agents
To Obtain Permanent IFTA Renewal Credentials

New
Process Steps Arizona California Mexico Average Min Max
(hrs:min) (hrs:min) (hrs:min) (hrs:min) (hrs:min) (hrs:min)

Complete & Submit 0:56 0:19 0:14 0:30 0:05 2:10
Form

Make Payment 0:15 0:06 0:25 0:15 0:05 0:45
Pick-up/lssue 1:17 NA 0:05 0:41 0:05 2:05
Total 1:53 0:26 0:42 1:00 0:15 4:15

NA — not available

Motor carriers/service agents should also expect to achieve an improvement in the total
elapsed time it takes them to obtain permanent IFTA renewal credentials by using the HELP
One-Stop system. Conventionally, it takes motor carriers/services agentsan average of seven
weeks to receive these credentials after payment is made (see Exhibit 3-20). The three
participating HEL P One-Stop states implemented different IFTA renewal credential issuing
procedures (see Section 1.6 for more detail on Special Arrangements). Arizona and California
retained the responsibility of issuing the IPTA renewal credentials and were electronically sent
afax from the HEL P One-Stop system instructing them to process the renewal. New Mexico,
on the other hand, opted to have the Service Center issue the FTA renewal credentials.
Depending on how individual states prefer to implement the issuance of IFTA renewal
credentials for a deployed one-stop product, it islikely that credentials could be received in a
significantly shorter period of time than the current conventional method.

EXHIBIT 3-20
Conventional Elapsed Times for Motor Carriers/Service Agents
To Obtain Permanent IFTA Renewal Credentials

Arizona California | New Mexico | Average Minimum Maximum

Process Steps (average) | (average) | (average)

Between Payment
Made & Permanent 10 weeks 5 weeks 7 weeks 7 weeks 4 weeks 14 weeks
Credential Received
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3.9 IFTA RENEWALS CONCLUSION

Some limited data is available on HELP One-Stop system IFTA renewal cycle times.
Evaluation baseline data reveals that the average elapsed time between when motor carriers/
service agents submit an IFTA application and when the credentials are received is eight
weeks. Under the HELP One-Stop system, the motor carriers/service agents should achieve
some activity and time savings in performing the following steps. reviewing and completing
and IFTA renewal application, generating an invoice (if applicable), delivering payment (if
applicable) and delivering the application to the state (a fax is automatically sent). As with IRP
renewal applications, motor carriers/service agents should see a significant time savings
between their conventional methods and the HEL P One-Stop system in generating permanent
IFTA renewa credentials.

3.10 IFTA ADDITIONAL DECAL REQUESTS

During baseline evaluation interviews, none of the participating motor carriers/service
agents indicated that they normally request additional IFTA decals. Since these decals are either
free or regarded as inexpensive, motor carriers/service agents typically request an extra allotment
asapart of the renewal process to avoid having to obtain any during the remainder of the year.

However, motor carriers/service agents were encouraged to try the request for additional
IFTA decals function of the HEL P One-Stop system during the operational period. Four motor
carriers/service agents — two from California and two from New Mexico — at least initiated
such a transaction. Only datafrom two transactions were usable; the other two transactions were
not because of an incomplete time record in one case and an inaccurate time record in the other
(in the latter case the participant’s computer clock was set incorrectly). The average time it took
the HEL P One-Stop system to make IFTA additional decal fees available after they were
requested was 6 minutes and 42 seconds. Data for subsequent steps in the process — invoicing,
payment, and receipt of decals — were not available because the participants chose to
discontinue the process by rejecting fees after they were received.

3.11 IFTA ADDITIONAL DECAL REQUESTS CONCLUSION

Redlistically, any significant benefit that motor carriers/service agents could expect to
achieve. by using the HELP One-Stop system to acquire additional IFTA decals would have to
result from a change in their own business practices from acquiring what in some casesis an
exorbitant amount of additional decals during the renewal period to using the just-in-time and
just-what-is-needed approach that is possible through the HEL P One-Stop system.
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3.12 CONVENTIONAL INDIVIDUAL TRIP OS/OW PERMITS

Exhibit 3-21 portrays the conventional process steps followed by motor carriers/service
agents and state agencies for individual trip OS/OW permits. Insufficient data is available on the
times and costs associated with this process to provide further information — only two state
agencies participated in this aspect of the operational test, and no motor carriers/service agents
interviewed were familiar enough with the process to respond (either because they don’t use
individual trip OS/OW permits or they use a permit service that is not participating in the test to
acquire such permits for them).

EXHIBIT 3-21
Individual Trip OS/OW Permits
Conventional Motor Carrier and State Agency Process Steps

D < |
Motor carrier/service agent fills Motor camier/service agent
out OS/OW permit request will respond to faxes frgm
form the Permit Office
<N IR
) ] ! Permit gﬁce utgomplet&stthe '
e i | s |
to Permit Office q 1 number) onto computer '
1 system :
1
L e e "
D t D |
e e : :
! . . 1 1
1 Permit Office reviews permit ' ' Permit Office faxes !
1 request re issues such as load ' : permit 1
:redu?;bility. Vpl_anned&route, i ; g gnlc:tor carrier/sesvice !
permit restrictions, & payment 1
; information ! ' [
' ; e e :
SN B Y
]
' 1
! Permit Office fax motol
! Camerisenvice agent f there. 1 Motor canier/service
‘ i are questions or problems with | agent remits payment as
: the request . appropriate
; "
__________________ ]
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3.13 HELP ONE-STOP SYSTEM INDIVIDUAL TRIP OS/OW PERMITS

Two motor carriers/service agents were recruited to participate in the individual trip
OS/OW permit portion of the operational test — one for Arizona and one for California. While
being trained by Lockheed Martin IMS, the California motor carrier realized that the HELP One-
Stop system could not group axle weights in the manner to which they were accustomed. Even
though Caltrans personnel had agreed to perform this grouping on behalf of the motor carrier
after recelving a system-generated OS/OW permit request, the motor carrier decided that the
software was not compatible with their business practices and so withdrew from participating in
the operational test.

The service agent recruited to conduct OSOW permit transactions in Arizona used the
HELP One-Stop system to initiate seven requests during the operational period. T’ he average
amount of time it took the system to make fees available after a request was received was 14
minutes and 15 seconds. The system did not track how long it took to fax the permit request to
ADOQT, nor how long it took for ADOT to process the payment (the latter took place outside of
the system - ADOT debited the service agent’ s Fees in Phoenix account for payment, and the
service agent subsequently reimbursed HELP for this amount)

3.14 INDIVIDUAL TRIP OS/IOW PERMITS CONCLUSION

Because of the limited degree to which the HEL P One-Stop system was automating
OS/OW permit requests for California, if such transactions had taken placeit isunlikely that they
would have showed significant time or cost savings for the motor carrier. The HELP One-Stop
system allowed the motor carrier to complete an individua trip OSOW permit request using the
software and supported the electronic faxing of the request to Cahrans. Subsequently, Caltrans
planned to follow its conventional procedures in reviewing and approving the request. Since
Caltrans currently allows motor carriers/service agents to fax in permit requests, the only part of
the process affected by the HEL P One-Stop system would be form completion (on the computer
rather than manually). Under a deployed environment, other features — such as automatic route
planning/clearance, self-issuance — would have to be integrated with the OS/OW permit
function to render it's use more efficient and desirable. It would aso be important for the system
to support OS/OW permits for as many state and local jurisdictions as possible, so that motor
carriers/service agents could centralize their requests.

Although complete cycle time information is not available on those transactions
completed in Arizona, it isunlikely that significant time or cost savings were realized for the
service agent for the same reasons listed above for Caifornia - namely, ADOT currently allows
service agents to fax in permit requests and planned to follow its conventional proceduresin
reviewing and approving permit requests received from the HEL P One-Stop system.
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3.15 CHANGE IN REJECTION/APPROVAL RATES

During baseline evaluation interviews, motor carriers/service agents reported that
between 5% and 30% of the applications they submitted to state agencies were rejected — at
least initially — for further information or clarification. State agencies, on their part, reported an
initial rejection rate of between 5% and 50% for the applications they received. Operationa test
participants, including motor carriers/service agents and state agencies, did not report noting any
change in application rejection rates due to use of the HEL P One-Stop system. 1t must be kept in
mind, however, that each participant’ s exposure to the system was quite limited due to the short
operational period. Also, alarge number of calls were made to the Service Center to insure
things were correct before transactions were submitted.

Another way to look at rejection rates in an intermediate senseis to consider the number
of transactions that successfully made it through the HEL P One-Stop system. If participants
using the HEL P One-Stop system failed to complete an application or tried to complete it
incorrectly (in aformat sense), the system stopped them before they could forward the
application through to the Agent Server. The HELP One-Stop system had built-in checks which
would prompt the user to fill in required fields and ensured those fields were properly formatted
(i.e,, VIN number sequences). If the user had failed to properly fill out the screens, an error
message would appear and the transaction could not be transmitted to the Agent Server.
Accordingly, nearly all of the transactions for which data was captured on the system were
deemed “accepted.” In the few instances where transactions were deemed “rejected” by the
system, it is assumed that there was some type of communication transmission error.
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4. SYSTEM PERFORMANCE FINDINGS

Chapter 4 presents the system performance findings from the HELP One-Stop
Operational Test. This information was acquired through planning documents, system
observation and validation tests, system requirement documents, training observation and
interviews with system developers and users. Interviews and surveys were conducted with the
HELP One-Stop Service Center, participating motor carriers/service agents and state agencies
to determine attitudes and opinions regarding the HELP One-Stop system performance.
Additional data was collected while observing refresher training sessions at four motor
carriers/service agents locations. All of these interviews were held during April and May of
1997 at the participant’s respective business locations, with follow-up phone calls to complete
datacollection. The sections below describe information gained from these interviews on the
training and support provided by the Service Center, installation, upgrade and maintenance
environment, operational interface, system accuracy, response speed and availability, tax/fee
computation variation and volume sensitivity.

VISTA/RS is an acronym for Vehicle Information System for Tax Apportionment/
Registration System. It is a computerized system designed jointly by Lockheed Martin IMS,
jurisdictions, the American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators (AAMVA), and the
trucking industry. It isused by IRP member jurisdictions to process IRP applications for
carriers traveling in two or more IRP jurisdictions. VISTA/RS provides for transaction
processing including fee calculation, invoice generation, credentialling, and the financial
record keeping necessary for distribution of funds between IRP jurisdictions. The HELP One-
Stop system utilized the VISTA/RS system for fee calculation and invoice generation portions
of the operational test.

4.1  TRAINING and SUPPORT

The HELP One-Stop system developer, Lockheed Martin IMS, provided staff to train
and support participants during the operational test. At the beginning of the test, these staff
members traveled to each motor carriers/service agents's business location to help set-up the
hardware and software environment and to conduct a hands-on training session. During the
operational test these staff members operated a Service Center which provided toll-free
technical and procedural support to participants via telephone, assign IRP inventory and issue
IFTA decals to California and Arizona motor carriers/service agents, and issued IRP and IFTA
credentials for New Mexico (see Section 1.6: Operational Test Case Descriptions for more
detail).
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4.1.1 SERVICE CENTER SUPPORT

Service Center staff were asked to keep logs of their operating hours, phone
conversations with participants, and credential inventory/issuance dispatch activity throughout
the operational period to allow evaluation of the nature and extent of support provided.
Tabulation of the Service Center’